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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Rute Commrrzee were to meet again on Thursday last to 
continue the consideration of the draft consolidated and revised 
Rules of Court. 


WE print elsewhere a rule which has been made with refer- 
ence to payment into court under the Life Assurance Com- 
panies (Payment into Court) Act, 1896. PI ray R. 8. O., 
ord. 54c, an assurance company desiring to pay money into 
court is required to file an affidavit salar that which is filed 
upon a payment into court ig the Trustee Act. The new 
rule, which is rule 41a of the reme Court Funds Rules, 
requires that there shall be pardon to the affidavit a gg 
schedule stating the title and — of the com 
amount of the money » and the Gace 
credit to which it is to eg The rule takes the slaon of 
the temporary rule recently issued and certified as urgent. 








THE FOLLOWING are the names, and dates of call to the bar, of 
the new Queen’s Counsels—Mr, Wit11am Rosert M‘Oonnzx1, 
1862, Chairman of the London County Sessions; Hunry Bar- 
GRAVE Dzanz, 1870, Probate and Divorce Division and South- 
Eastern Circuit, Recorder of Margate; Ricuarp Hoimpzw 
Amputett, 1871, Oxford Circuit, Recorder of Worcester ; 
Lizwettyy Arcuer ATHERLEY-Jongs, 1875, North-Eastern 
Circuit ; Jomn Srracuan, 1876, North-Eastern Cireuit ; OHARLES 
Atrrep RussEtL, 1878, Northern Circuit ; LAWRENCE Ootvitz 
Jackson, 1879, Judicial Commissioner of the Malay Protected 
States ; and Huan Fenwick Boyp, 1880, North-Eastern Circuit. 





Ir nas alread Pap pcre te chee cg pe eget emt 
of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, that bills of sale en by ay 
of security for the payment of money shall be void unless 
in accordance with the statutory form, extends to all the'details 
given in the form. Consequently, since the form a) to the 
attestation clause the direction, “ Add ee yt address, 


= iption,” a failure to insert an 
tos the Con. Den, 2 


bill of sale (Parsons v. B 
a. D. 110). Inthe tof thes cane 
ene See 


of sale were 
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made in the Court of Appeal this week 


been 
failure to insert the witness’s description on 


to excuse the 
the ground that he had no occupation, and could only have 
own. Sue! ibed as Be pean 2 “a ‘ ~~ . excuse has not 

@ grantee of the bill o e. Eve has a 
denoription, whether he has an coonpadion or not, and the law of 
of sale is to bé exacted to the uttermost letter. “= 


a 


ia 





Tux Orrawa correspondent of the Zimes has thought it worth 
while to cable the important information that the benchers 
of the Ontario Law Society have passed rules admitting ladies to 
the bar under an Act of the Provincial Legislature giving them 

ower to do so. He adds that the rules stipulate that lady 
Sibsioters must appear in court “attired in a black dress under 
a black gown, with white collar and cuffs, and bareheaded.” 
We cannot help thinking that there are some serious omissions 
and perhaps some misstatements here. It seems, in the first 

» quite unnecessary to provide that the black dress shall be 
“under a black gown” ; a fuller acquaintance with the mysteries 
of feminine costume would have convinced the benchers that it 
would not be practicable to put the black dress over the black 
gown. In the next place, there is no mention of the material 
of the black dress. It must, we presume. be stuff while the 
ladies are at the outer bar, but when they “take silk” it 
should obviously be moiré antique or satin, to distinguish it 
from the silk gown. But then what trimmings are allowable? 
‘* Pass-men-terie ” (if that is the right spelling), would seem to 
be appropriate. And, again, while white collars and cuffs are 

ified, why are the all-important barristers’ bands over- 
looked? The only explanation we can give is that the collars 
and cuffs may be for the maiden barrister, and that only after 
the lady’s banns have been duly published can she assume the 
bands. What, by the way, is to be the professional costume of 
a widow-barrister ? 





Tue case of Beatty v. Cullingworth, which was tried this 
week before Hawxrms, J., and a special jury, is a very un- 
common one, and one which involves a principle of great 
importance to the medical professiog. The issue was simple. 
The plaintiff alleged that she had consented to a certain 

ical operation, and to that only, being performed upon her 

by the defendant, but that when she was unconscious under his 
hands, the defendant had not only performed that operation, 
but also a further operation which she had forbidden. The 
defendant, on the other hand, asserted that the plaintiff had 
put herself in his hands, and had trusted to his discretion, and 
that the further operation was found to be necessary. The jury 
without hesitation found in favour of the defendant. Now, no 
medical man is justified in performing an operation upon an 
adult person, even in order to save life, without that person’s 
consent. There is an exception to this, according to the late 
Sir James Srzrnen, in the case of a person injured by an 
accident which renders him insensible. Under such circum- 
stances, if a surgical operation is necessary, it may be performed 
without his consent. In all other:cases the consent of the 
patient, either express or implied, must be obtained. In the 
majority of cases, most likely the consent may be said to be 
implied rather than express. The patient believes that some 
operation is necessary, and consents to such operation being per- 
formed as the surgeon thinks advisable, leaving himself in the 
hands of the surgeon as to the precise extent of the operation. 
Probably no practitioner of good position would undertake an 
tion if he were not given some discretion as to the nature 

and extent of the operation. It is absurd to argue that 
where a surgeon in the course of an operation finds it 
adyisable or necessary to go further than he anticipated, he 
must, as a rule, restore the patient to consciousness and take 
his or her instructions. When a patient consents to an 
pration and does not give express directions to the surgeon, 

it seems only fair to presume that the surgeon has implied 
authority to do what he thinks. best for the patient. At the 
same time, if a surgeon is in fact expressly forbidden by a 
ent to perform a certain operation, and if he nevertheless 
perform it, he incurs most serious liabilities. In the first 


place, he is liable to an action of tort (such as was brought 


from death or serious harm, it is not likely that the 
would be considerable. He would, however, besides this, be 
liable to indictment for a criminal offence. If the operation 


the patient, the surgeon could hardly be convicted of any guilty 
intent, but he could be convicted, under section 20 of 24 & 25 
Vict. c. 100, of unlawfully wounding, and if the patient were to 
die, he would run the risk of a conviction for manslaughter. 





Tux Locomorrves on Highways Act, 1896, has been in force 
for a week, but it is not probable that many of the new vehicles 
will be seen for some little time. When they become common, 
as they seem certain to do, there can be little doubt that 
the regulations made by the Local Government Board under the 
powers conferred by the Act will frequently be brought under 
the notice of the magistrates. Any breach of the regula- 
tions is punishable summarily by a fine not exceeding ten 
pounds. Most of the rules are simple, and an alleged breach 
will be either proved or disproved with the greatest ease. 
Others, however, promise to give occasion to many a hard 
fight in the police-courts and to much conflict of evidence. 
Take, for example, that;regulation which limits the rate of 
speed at which a light locomotive may travel to twelve miles an 
hour. There is probably nothing more difficult to judge of 
than the pace at which a vehicle is going when it passes one on 
the road. In bicycle cases, as everyone who reads the news- 
papers must notice, the evidence as to speed is often extra- 
ordinary ; one witness, perhaps, putting it at four miles an 
hour and another at twenty miles an hour, and both probably 
giving an honest opinion. It may safely be said that hardly 
anyone can distinguish with any degree of certainty, by eye 
alone, between a speed of ten miles an hour and a speed of 
fourteen miles an hour; yet the one is two miles an hour less 
than the maximum authorized rate, and the other as much 
above that rate, and proof of the excess will often have to rest 
on the opinion of inexperienced witnesses. Even if the driver 
of a light locomotive drives his machine at a pace well within 
the authorized limits, he may still be guilty of an offence, for 
he is forbidden to drive “‘at any speed greater than is 
reasonable and proper having regard to the traffic on the high- 
way.” This is a principle which, of course, should be observed 
by the driver of a horse. But if he does not observe it, he 
is under no criminal liability, unless his pace is so great as to 
amount to “furious” driving, and is only liable civilly to any 
person whom he may injure. The question what is a reasonable 
and proper speed will often cause justices much trouble. There 
is, again, the regulation which requires the driver to stop on the 
request of any person having charge of a restive horse, or on 
such person putting up his hand as a signal for the locomotive 
to stop. This is clearly liable to great abuse at the hands of 
drivers of horses who feel that their employment is threatened 
by the use of the new vehicles ; and no doubt justices will often 
have great difficulty in deciding questions of fact as to the bond 
fides of such requests to stop, and as to the alleged restiveness of 
the.horse. 





A CORRESPONDENT raised in our last week’s issue (ante, p. 
44) a question as to settlement estate duty, which at first 
sight presents much difficulty. The question may be stated 
as follows: “A. by will gives property to B. for life, with 
remainder to her children attaining twenty-one, &c., in the 
usual manner, and, in default of children, on such trusts 
as B. shall appoint. Is settlement estate duty payable on 
the death of A.?” The duty in question is payable if, and 
only if, the property passes on A.’s death to a person not 
competent to dispose of the property: Finance Act, 1894, s. 5 
(1). The writer of the letter above referred to points out that it 
is impossible to determine on the death of A. whether the settle- 
ment estate duty will ultimately attach or not, because it cannot 
then be ascertained whether the power of appointment will ever 
become exercisable or not, and therefore whether B. is ‘‘ com- 
petent to dispose of the property.” In endeavouring to answer 





this question, it must be remembered—a caution that we have 
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not found unnecessary in practice—that settlement estate duty 
is an estate duty, and that therefore, unless the Act states to the 
contrary, all the provisions of the Act relating to estate duty 
relate also to settlement estate duty. It is ided by section 
6 that estate duty is a stamp duty to be = by the executor in 
respect of personal property of which the deceased was com- 
petent to dispose at his death, on delivering the Inland Revenue 
affidavit—.c., on proving the will; and where not paid by the 
executor, on an account at the expiration of six months from the 
death. There are no provisions in the Act authorizing the post- 

nement of payment of duty, except the provisions as to payment 
in certain cases by instalments (section 6 (8) ), and the provisions 
as to interests in expectancy (sectiom4,(6) ); in every other case 
the duty has to be paid, and therefore ascertained, in a short 
time after the death. It therefore appears to us that for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether settlement estate duty is pay- 
able, we are of necessity forced to take into account the state of 
facts existing at the death of the testator, as, if this was not the 
case, we should expect to find provisions in the Act for obtain- 
ing repayment of duty from the Crown where duty was paid 
which, owing to subsequent events, became not payable, or, 
where duty had been paid on death, for payment of additional 
duty in respect of the same death owing to facts which occurred 
after that death. Neither of these provisions will be found in 
the Act. No doubt provision is made in the Act for the repay- 
ment of duty when too much has been paid (section 10 (1) ), 
but this provision appears to apply to cases of payment mis- 
take; it is, at all events, probable that if it was intended to 
apply to repayment arising from a different amount of duty 
becoming payable owing to a changed state of facts, some words 
to that effect would have been inserted. Assuming that our 
view is correct, and that we must take into account only the 
state of facts existing at the death of the testator, the answer 
to our correspondent is, that in the case put by him settlement 
estate duty is payable, because if the power given to B. was 
then exercised it is not certain that the exercise of the power 
would ever take effect ; or, in other words, that the power only 
arises on a condition—viz., that of no child attaining twenty- 
one, &c.—and that there will be no claim for repayment if in 
the event the general power becomes exercisable. Similar 
reasoning applies to a case which often occurs in practice—viz., 
where a testator gives his property to such of his children as 
attain twenty-one, or being daughters marry, and settles the 
shares of the daughters. Suppose that at the death of the 
testator one of his sons is an infant, his share is settled on the 
occurrence of one event—that of his death under twenty-one, but 
is unsettled if he attains twenty-one. It is n to deter- 
mine what duty is payable within a short time from the death, 
and the conclusion at which we arrive—a conclusion which we 
understand is pretty generally accepted by the profession—is 
that the share, or rather such part of it as can in any event pass 
to a daughter, is liable to settlement estate duty. 


Tux case of St. Martin’s Vestry v. Ward (reported in another 
column) decides a question of great importance in connection 
with the sanitary laws of the Metropolis. The facts were 
simple. A house in the parish of St. Martin’s was formerly 
drained into a sewer which lay to the rear of the premises. 
In 1894 the Vestry made a new sewer in front of the 
premises, and called on the defendant, the owner, to connect his 
house with the new sewer. In default of his compliance with 
their request, the Vestry executed the necessary work themselves 
and sued the defendant to recover the ex so incurred. 
Section 73 of the Metropolis a Act, 1855, pro- 
vides that if any house be found not to be drained by a sufficient 
drain communicating with some sewer to the satisfaction of the 
Vestry, and if a sewer of sufficient size be within one hundred 
feet of any part of such house and on a lower level, the Vestry 
may require the owner to construct an adequate drain from the 
house to such sewer, and upon his defgult may themselves con- 
struct such a drain and recover the from the owner. 
It was on this section that the Vestry relied in their action. 
Section 69 requires a Vestry to make such sewers as are neces- 
sary for effectually draining their district, and enacts that where 
& vestry provides a new sewer in substitution for a sewer dis- 





continued, closed up, or destroyed, they may alter the private 
drains communi g with the old sower, or destroy them and 
provide new drains in lieu thereof, “ but so that in every case 
the altered or substituted drain shall be as effectual for the use 


of the person entitled thereto as the drain previously used.” 
In this case there is no provision that the ex of the Vestry 


shall be recouped to them by the owner. Vestry, however, 
contended that if the evidence shewed that the defendant’s old 
drain was not a sufficient one, they had power to compel him to 
construct a proper one, and that the that they had con- 
structed a new sewer did not affect his liability, but enabled 
them to require that his new drain should communicate with the 
new sewer instead of with the old one, On the other hand, the 
defendant, relying on section 69, that, whatever was the 
condition of the old drain when the Vestry had constructed a 
new sewer, they were acting under section 69, and were bound 
to connect the defendant’s house with the new sewer at their 
own expense. The latter view was held to be correct both b 
Wuts, J., in the court below and by the Oourt of A . 
Vestries cannot, therefore, rely on the defective condition of 
existing private drains as throwing on the owners the burden of 
making new drains when they have themselves decided to make 
& new sewerage system in substitution for the system with which 
the defective private drains at present communicate. 





lu 

Tue Companies Brit of 1896 introduced, it will be remem- 
bered, three new grounds for winding up: (¢) where the court 
was satisfied that a certificate of i tion had been obtained 
by fraud, misrepresentation, or mis or by a wilful violation 
of any provision of the Companies Acts ; (5) w. the court was 
satisfied that the company was formed, or that its business had 
been carried on, with the intent or in such a manner as to 
defraud, defeat, or delay creditors, or for any fraudulent or 
ille oe ene and (c) where the court was satisfied that any 


shares n allotted in contravention of the provisions of the 
Bill; and where a winding-up order was made any of the 
above grounds, the court might, in the course of the winding up, 


declare the liability of any one or more of the members to be 
unlimited : see clause 26. It was pointed out in the Soricrrors’ 
JOURNAL (see vol. 40, p. = that the provisions of clause 26 had 
apparently been suggested by Salomon’s case ( Broderip v. Salomon, 
43 W. R. 612, 641; 1895, 2 Oh. 323), and attention was drawn 
to the grave effect on company business of making the limited 
liability on which members relied dependent on the mercy of the 
court under the great variety of circumstances that might be 
held to fall within oe The House of Lords has 
now unanimously rev the decision of the court below in 
Broderip v. Salomon, and-we discuss the question fully elsewhere. 
But we may point out here that the case presents a striking illus- 
tration of the difficulty of estimating the responsibility of persons 
concerned with the promotion or conduct of an un al 
company for its non-success, and the impossibility of satiefac- 
torily administering a large jurisdiction 

given by the 26th clause of the Bill, to visit the consequences 
of a company’s failure on selected individuals. Oontrast the 
different views, alike of the facts and the law, entertained by 
the courts in Salomon’s case. The Oourt of Appeal considered 
the limited nee as a device to defraud Satomon’s creditors, 
and an abuse of the machinery of the Companies Acts, and, with 
the aid of the law of trusts, upheld the decision of Vavenan 
emg J., which woe sane on 
judges sharply criticizing the purpose i 

was formed, the way in which it was formed, and 

of it. The Lord Chancellor, on the other hand, says, as 
law: ‘‘ No case of fraud upon the company could here be esta 
lished. If there was no fraud 

company was a real one and not 


a a 
one of the grounds which it is sought to Tar the 
foleueet io ieneenh att sak ante taeteaes “It is, I think, 
only justice to the appellant to say that I see nothing whatever 
to justify the imputations which impli 
The noi 
a) t, in my opi 
to ae intended to do, anything dishonest 


oF 
: 
2 
i 
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to have suffered a great misfortune without apy fault of his 
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own.” And the other learned lords are scarcely less emphatic 
in expressing their dissent from the Lords Justices in both 


respects. 





Hirnerro it seems there has been no decision of the Scotch 
courts that a vessel which is to blame for a collision or other 
damage is subject to a maritime lien for the amount of the loss 
in favour of the owners of the innocent vessel, although in 
England the existence of the lien has long been recognized, 
on its nature was fully explained by the Privy Council in 
the case of Zhe Bold Buccleugh (7 Moo. P. C. 267). In 
M’ Knight v. Currie (22 Sess. Cas., 4th Series, 607) the ma- 
jority of the Court of Session held that this absence of 
authority was a sufficient reason for refusing to admit a 
lien for damage in the law of Scotland. It is important, 
however, that in matters of shipping the law administered 
in all parts of the United Kingdom should be the same, and 
indications of opinion that the Scotch admiralty law is identical 
with the English are not wanting in the Scotch reports. ‘ It would 
be very surprising,”’ said the late Lord President Inexis, then 
Lord Justice Clerk, in Boetticher v. The Carron Co. (23 Sess. Cas., 
2nd Series, p. 331), ‘if, at the present day, ships enjoying the 

ivileges, and subject to the conditions of British registry, 
should sail from the ports of the United Kingdom under the 
same flag and subject to the same statutory regulations in all 
respects, and yet that in case of collision the legal rights of the 

ies might vary according as the case may be tried in one 
ritish Admiralty Court or another.” This view has been 
taken by the House of Lords in the appeal in MU’ Knight v. Currie 
—now Currie v. M’ Knight—in which judgment was delivered on 
Monday. The admiralty law, it is authoritatively declared, is 
the same for the two countries, and, although, in deciding what 
is the law to be thus applied in common, the English decisions are 
not necessarily to be followed, yet the principle of Zhe Bold 
Buccleugh, allowing a maritime lien in the case of collision, is 
re-affirmed. The conditions of modern navigation, says Lord 
Watson,” make it highly expedient to secure the careful handling 
of ships by giving a remedy against the corpus of an offending 
ship, and not merely a personal claim against the owners. The 
lien for damage, it may be observed, takes priority over the 
claim of a mortgagee (Zhe Aline, 2 W. Rob., p. 116), and, like 
other maritime liens, it follows the ship into whosesoever hands 
she comes, save upon a judicial sale, when it is transferred to 
the proceeds. 





Bur waite the House of Lordsin Currie v. M’ Knight over- 
ruled the Court of Session on the question of recognizing a mari- 
time lien for damage by Scotch law, the decision of the latter 
tribunal was affirmed upon the ground that no case for a lien 
had arisen. In making the corpus of the ship responsible the ship 
is figuratively regarded as an actual offender, or, at least, it 
bears the blame as the instrument by which the damage is 
caused. Damage ‘done by a ship,” said Bowen, L.J., in The 
Vera Cruz (9 P. D., p. 101), means damage done by those in 
charge of a ship with the ship as the noxious instrument. Hence 
there is no lien where the damage is due simply to the wrongful 
act of those in charge of the ship otherwise than in the course 
of navigation. In Currie v. M’ Knight three ships were moored 
side by side to a quay at Port Askaig, in the Sound of Islay, 
where there was no harbour. Zhe Hasdale was outside, and her 
cables passed over the deck of Zhe Dunlossit, which was in the 
middle. After a stormy night the master of Zhe Dunlossit 
deemed it prudent to part company with his neighbours, and, 
having given notice of his intention, he cut the mooring-ropes 
of The Lasdale and stood out to sea. But Zhe Hasdale was not 
prepared for this mancuvre. Being shorthanded she could not 
get up steam in time, and she was driven ashore and damaged. 
Under these circumstances it was difficult to say that Zhe Dun- 
lossit was herself the cause of the damage so as to involve her 
in the consequences of the wrongful act of the master. ‘‘ Damage 
in respect of which a maritime lien is admitted must,” said 
Lord Watson, ‘‘ be either the direct result or the natural conse- 
quence of a wrongful act or mancsuvre of the ship to which it 
attaches. The negligence is the negligence of those in charge, 
but the ship is the instrument which causes the damage.” Simi- 
larly Lord 





HELL observed that the ground of the deci~"on! 


in all the cases was th&t the vessel on which the lien was 7 
enforced had, in maritime language, done the damage. In the 


present case, however, the wrongful act was preparatory to the © 


navigation of Zhe Dunlossit, and the vessel herself was not con- 
cerned in it. Subject to the limits thus laid down, Lord 
HerscuE.t said that the doctrine of maritime lien in cases of 
collision is too well established to be now questioned, and so, of 
course, it is, 








THE RESUSCITATION OF THE ONE-MAN COMPANY. 


THe unanimous judgment of Court of Appeal No. 2 in 
Brodertp v. Salomon § Coi{43 W. R. 612; 1895, 2 Ch, 323)— 
the ‘‘One-Man Company” case—has been unanimously re- 
versed by the House of Lords, and in future the former well- 
meaning but slightly erratic tribunal will perhaps abandon the 
role of legislators, and adhere to the humbler but still useful 
task of interpreting the law. It may with safety be said that 
there has rarely been a case in which a court has so deliberately 
read into an Act of Parliament requirements of which the 
Legislature had given no hint, only for them to be decisively 
read out again upon appeal. Upon ordinary occasions the 
success of an appeal does not impugn the sagacity or accuracy 
of the inferior court. There is room for legitimate difference of 
opinion, and the higher tribunal casts the weight of its authority 
into the opposite scale. But Lroderip v. Salomon & Co.—or, ag 
the title has become in the House of Lords, Salomon v. Salomon 
§ Co.—is not an ordinary case, and the judgments delivered in 
the Court of Appeal were not ordinary judgments. From the 
time when they were delivered they have been the despair of 
every lawyer who has had to advise by the light of them, and it 
has been a vain quest to try to extract any principle consistent 
at once with the facts and with the provisions of the Companies 
Act, 1862. If the case rested on fraud, it was impossible to see 
where the fraud came in, If it rested on the provisions of the 
statute, it was impossible to see how these had not been com- 
plied with. In both aspects the House of Lords find the judg- 
ments of the Lords Justices impossible. There was no fraud; 
there was no failure to create a perfect statutory corporation. 
The company had a valid independent existence of its own, and 
the new doctrine that it was agent or trustee for its chief pro- 
moter so as to make him responsible for its debts was a pure 
— The discomfiture of Court of Appeal No. 2 is com- 
plete. 

The facts of the casg lie within a very small compass. In 
1892 Mr. Anon Satomon was minded to convert his business 
of a boot manufacturer, at that time a solvent and prosperous 
one, into a limited liability company, and he did this in a manner 
perfectly well known and sanctioned at once by the Companies 
Acts and by long use. He placed his own value—£39,000— 
upon the assets of the business, and at this price he sold it to 
the company, the whole of the shares in which were held by 
himself and by members of his family. The necessary seven 
subscribers to the memorandum of association were Mr. 
Satomon, his wife, his daughter, and his four sons, each taking 
one £1 share. In addition, Mr. Satomon took 20,000 shares of 
the same amount, these completing the whole issue of shares. 
With respect to the payment by the company, it is only neces- 
sary to say that, as to £10,000, the price was paid by 100 de- 
bentures of £100 each, issued to Mr. Satomon, upon which he 
subsequently borrowed £5,000 from Mr. Bropexip. 

Soon after the formation of the company strikes in the boot 
trade ruined the business, and Mr. Broperir, not being able to 
obtain payment of the interest due on the debentures, commenced 
the usual action. This led to a winding-up order, which was 
made in October, 1893. Upon realizing the assets, it appears 
that there was only sufficient to pay off Mr. Broprrir the amount 
of his advance and interest and to leave a balance of £1,055, 
The unsecured debts amounted to £7,733, and over these Mr, 


Satomon claimed priority for his debentures. The liquidator of 


the company, on the mper hand, alleged that the company had 


———— 
———— 


been formed in fraud of creditors, and in breach of the fiduciary. 
relation in which Mr. Satomon, as promoter, stood to it; and he 


counter-claimed 
pany should be set aside and the whole purchase-money repaid. 
This relief Vauanan Wits, J., did not see his way to grant, 


against Mr. Saromon that the sale to the com- — 
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but he suggested that the company was really only an agent for 
Mr. Saromoy, and that he was bound to indemnify it against 
liabilities incurred in carrying on business on his behalf. The 
necessary amendment was made, and judgment was given 
against Mr. Satomon accordingly. 

The Court of Appeal followed Mr. Justice Vavanan 
Witu14ms’ lead. They took up the position that the formation 
of the company was a fraud both upon the statute and upon 
creditors. ‘‘Tho Legislature,” said Linptry, L.J., “never 
contemplated an extension of limited liability to sole traders or 
to a fewer number thanseven. . . . Although in the present 
case there were, and are, seven members, yet it is manifest thut 
six of them are members simply in order to enable the seventh 
himself to carry on business with limited liability. . . . . 
The company must therefore be regarded as a corporation, but 
as a corporation created for an illegitimate purpose. . . . . 
Mr. Arnon Saromon’s scheme is a device to defraud creditors.” 
Lorrs, L.J., said: ‘“‘ The Act contemplated the incorporation of 
seven independent bond fide members who had a mind and a 
will of their own.” And Kay, IL.J.: ‘The statutes were 
intended to allow seven or more persons bond fide associated for 
the purposes of trade to limit their liability under certain con- 
ditions and to become a corporation ; but they were not intended 
to legalize a pretended association for the purpose of enabling 
an individual to carry on his own businéss with limited liability 
in the name of a joint-stock company.” But though the Lords 
Justices deemed the formation of the company to be funda- 
mentally opposed to the intention of the Legislature, they could 
not bring themselves to say that the requirements of the Act 
had not been complied with. The company was validly formed, 
but it was Mr. Satomon’s creation, ‘and the judgment of 
Vavenan Writtiams, J., was only varied by treating the com- 
pany as a trustee for him rather than as an agent. The same 
consequence followed—namely, that he was liable to pay its 
debts. 

To this argument the Lord Chancellor and the Law Lords 
one after another oppose the pertinent inquiry—Where is the 
intention of the Legislature to be found save in the Act of Par- 
liament, and where in the Act of Parliament is there the least 
hint that such an arrangement as that which Mr. Satomon 
carried out is prohibited? All that the Act requires is that 
there should be seven persons associated for a lawful purpose 
(section 6). That number at least must subscribe the memo- 
randum of association, and no one of them is to take less than 
one share (section 8). But, with seven members and seven 
shares thus provided for, the Act is siléht as to the manner in 
which the rest of the shares are to be distributed, and any 
inquiry as to the beneficial holding is carefully excluded by the 
enactment of section 30, that notices of trusts shall not be entered 
on the register. Such are the only requirements of the Act, 
and when, in the case of any company, they have been 
complied with, the company is well formed according tc 
the intention of the Legislature as appearing from the statute, 
and nowhere else is any intention to be sought. 

These things are so plain that it is reniarkable that the House 
of Lords should be invoked to expound them. About the judg- 
ments delivered on Monday there is not the shadow of a doubt. 
The Lord Chancellor said that he had no right to add to 
the requirements of the statute. The sole guide must be 
the statute itself. When once the company was legally in- 
corporated, it must be treated like any other independent 
—with its rights and liabilities appropriate to itself; and the 
motives of those who took part in its promotion were irrelevant 
in considering what those rights and liabilities were. Allowing 
that the formation of Satomon & Co. was a mere scheme to 
enable Anon Satomon to carry on business in the name of the 
company, yet Lord Harssury declared himself wholly unable 
to follow the proposition that this was contrary to the true 
intent and meaning of the Companies Act. That Act con- 
tains no prohibition against one man having a nderating 
influence in the company, and if a prohibition is to be read into 


the Act, it is impossible to assign itsHimits. The Court of 


to be either agent or trustee. Lord Herscuett, in his equally 
emphatic judgment, pointed out that the reasoning of the Doure 
of Appeal struck at all ordinary private companies, but without 
any warrant from the statute. went further. Referring to 
the provision that each of the seven shareholders must hold one 
share, for which no minimum value is prescribed, he said: 
‘The Legislature, therefore, clearly sanctions a scheme by which 
all the shares except six are owned by a single individual, and 
these six are of a value little more than nominal.” Lords 
Watson, Macyacuren, and Davey spoke to the same effect, and 
Lord Morris expressed his concurrence. Nowhere in all the 
judgments was there any bint that Mr. Satoxon had made an 
improper use of the Companies Act, or that, in giving himself a 
preponderating influence in the management vf the company, 
and a preponderating interest in its benefits, he was doing any- 
thing contrary to the true intent of the Act. The company was 
validly formed, and upon formation it became quite aiepentons 
of its founder. With equal clearness the House of Lords 
absolved him from the charge of fraud; and it was also held 
that, since all the shareholders in Saromon & Oo, were acquainted 
with the facts of the sale by Mr. Satomon to the company, the 
case of Erlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (L. R. 3 App. 
Cas. 1218) could not be relied on for setting the sale aside. 
Probably no one will contend that a one-man company, is 
the best arrangement for enabling a sole trader to carry on busi- 
ness with limited liability,and the issue of debentures to the 
vendor to the company’ i8°édmittedly open to abuse. But in 
some form it is evident that®traders must have limited liability, 
and, in the absence of special provision, the Companies Acts have 
afforded them a legitimate means of obtaining it. The Court of 
Appeal evinced much sympathy with creditors who trust limited 
companies without taking the trouble to test their solvency. 
The House of Lords are content that the creditors have the 
remedy in their own hands. They can withhold their credit 
till they are satisfied of the solvency of the company, Any! 
other result than that at which the House of Lords has 
arrived would have been opposed to the settled practice of recent} | 
years, and would have formed a source of danger to the multi- 
tude of private companies which have been established on the 
faith of the Act of 1862. “It is much to be regretted that 
for eighteen months the law should have been thrown into 
confusion, and great and difficulty caused, by the 
mistaken ingenuity of Vavenan Wiis, J,, and the Court of 


Appeal, No. 2. 





UNPUNCTUALITY OF TRAINS. 
A Lonpon dail has, during the holiday season, permitted 
its columns to roa for the ventilation of a grievance which 
is shared by a vast numberof people living in and near London. 
There are few le who do not suffer at some time or other 
in consequence of the unpunctuality of the trains on the 
suburban lines, and from the bad accommodation provided on 
them for passengers. The railway company which is the 
object of attack is the London, Brighton, and South Coast - 
way Oo. But other lines eodld be mentioned which offend at 
least as much. In these days, when so much business is done 
in the city of London, end when so much of it has to be com- 
ressed within a short space of time, it is most 
usiness men should be able to rely ving 
the city and elsewhere.at the hour at which it is timed to arrive, 
and there is little doubt that the unpunctuality of a train entails 
a considerable loss of business and money as 
ance which is inevitable in every case. 2 
The ventilation of a public grievance of this kind in a daily 
per is one way, and an efficacious way, of redress ; 
for though competition in the case of ey companies is to 
extent limited, yet no company 
disregard the convenience of the public. 
consciences of railway companies, like those of other people, 
sometimes more readily qui i k 


q 
touched, and it is a pity that 


ae 





Appeal, he complained, could not make up their minds whether 
the company was well constituted or not. If it was well consti- 
tuted, it had an independent existence, and was neither agent | 
hor trustee ; if it was not well constituted, there was no company | 


t such that a com can cases be held liable for 
the unpunctuality of trains in an action at law. 
The state of the law is as follows: From the decision 
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Denton v. Groat Western Railway Co, (5 E, & B. 
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dition by which a railway company repudiate all responsibility 
~ for the unpunctuality of their trains is a reasonable condition. 
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inferred that the publication by the company of time-tables | 
amounts to a representation by Them thar thatr—Eraina will | 
ivé at the times indicated. That representation ' 
is incorporated in the contract concluded by a person taking a ! 
ticket with the view of travelling by one of the trains of 
which the departure and arrival are published. After that case ' 
it became the habit of railway companies to protect themselves | 
appending to their time-tables a condition or regulation to the 
ect that they would not be responsible for the unpunctuality of | 
their trains. The question arose whether that was a reasonable | 
condition. In Woodgate v. Great Western Railway Co. (33 W. R. | 
429), Hawxrns, and A. L. Sura, JJ., sitting as a divisional | 
court, held that it was. The condition was as follows: 
“ , . . The directors give notice that the company do | 
not undertake that the trains shall start or arrive at the 
time specified in the bills; nor will they be accountable for 
any loss, inconvenience, or injury which may arise from 
delays or detention, unless upon proof that such !oss, incon- 
venience, injury, or detention arose in consequence of the 
wilfal misconduct of the company’s servants.” Similar con- 
ditions imposed by other than railway companies have been also 
approved by the courts, but, as no appeal was allowed in Wood- 
gate v. Great-Western Railway Co., the question cannot be con- 
sidered as finally settled. 
But sometimes the railway companies prefaced their repudia- 
on of liability by some such phrase as “every attention will 
be paid to ensure punctuality as fay as practicable.” In Ls 
Blanche v. London and North-Westerh Railway Co. (24 W. BR. 


808, L. R. 1 C. P. D. 286), those words were held to import a| 


contract to use due diligence to keep the times as specified in 
the time-tables, having regard to the necessary exigencies of 
the traffic and circumstancés over which the company had no 
control. Companies which retain phrases of that description 
can still, therefore, be sued for unpunctuality occasioned by the 
negligence of their servants. 
y last a season ticket holder on the London, Chatham, 
and Dover Railway, brought an action in a county court for 
suffered through the habitual unpunctuality of the 
trains by which he was wont to proceed to and from his busi- 
ness in the city. That action failed in consequence of the plain- 
tiff having signed = contract by which he agreed not to hold 
the company responsible for any delay arising from “ accident 
or otherwise.” The Lord Chief Justice, before whom the case 
came on appeal, held that the plaintiff had contracted for a 


b mpany respousibie fo delay. 

Had-the action been brought by an ordinary ticket holder 
there is no reason why it should not have succeeded, for the 
regulation imposed by the London, Chatham, aud Dover Rail- 
way Oo. is in similar terms to that_gn which the company were 
held liable in Ze Blanche v. London and North-Western Railway 
Oo. The words “ every exertion will be made to ensure punc- 
tuality”’ are inserted. The London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Railway protect themselves more fully, and have inserted in 
their regulations no such words as “every exertion will be 
made to ensure punctuality”; so that they could not be held 
liable for unpunctuality, unless the-case of Woodgate v. Great- 
Western Railway Co. were over-ruled, 

There is an opportunity for some person having the interests 
of himself and his fellow travellers at heart fo xender # public 
service by taking a case up to the Court of Appeal and the 
6 8 in 
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“The account of the conversation,” writes a eorrespondent of the 
Westminster Gazette, ‘between Judge Bacon and the little girl who had 
‘no religious education’ and never went to church, with reference to 
being sworn asa witness, reminds me of two stories which the late Mr. 
Isaac Butt, Q.C., M.P., was fond of relating. In a case in which he was 
counsel defending a prisoner—an Orangeman—on a charge of party 

» & little boy came up as a witness. The judge was anxious to 
ver whether he knew the nature of an oath. ‘ If you do not tell the 
here will you go when you die?’ ‘ Where the Catholics go, sir,’ 


f 


prompt reply. In another case a little girl was asked what would 
to her if she did not tell the truth when giving her evidence. ‘I 


REVIEWS. 
COMMON LAW. 


CoMMENTARIES ON THE Common LAW, DESIGNED AS INTRODUCTION 
To Irs Stupy. By Herspert Broom, Barrister-at-Liw. NINTH 
Epition. By W. F. A. ArcnrBatp, a Master of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature; and H, A. CoLerax, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A new edition of this monumental work on Eaglish Common Law 
is always welcome to the profession. To the law student Dr. Broom’s 
work has long been an indispensable text-book, on account of its 
scientific character and its many excellencies of treatment and arrange- 
ment. No other work, so far as we are aware, covers quite the same 
ground, and certainly nong+other reduces so successfully to order 
‘*the codeless myriad ”’ of decisions in which our common law is for 
the most part embodied. One of the chief objects of the work was 
originally, and still is, to set forth lucidly and accurately definite 
legal principles, illustrating them by apt examples, specially adapted 
for educational purposes, rather than to accumulate decided cases in 
bewildering fashion, without sense of proportion or harmony. Wisely, 
we think, the present editors have not introduced in this edition any 
very material alterations. The work is still divided into four books. 
Of these, it will be remembered that the first deals with the common 
law and its administration, the second with contracts, the third with 
torts, and the fourth with the criminal law. Book II., however, now 
contains eight chapters instead of seven. The new chapter, which is 
numbered ITI., is entitled ‘‘ Contract of Sale,” and has been necessi- 
tated by the passing of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 
71), which codifies the law relating to the contract of sale of goods. 
It also contains contributions from Chapters II. (The Statute of 
Frauds, &c.) and III. (The Measure of Damages in Actions of Con- 
tract) of the last previous edition. During the eight years that have 
elapsed since the eighth edition of this work was published, the 
common law has frequently,been the subject of judicial interpretation, 
and has, moreover, undergone various changes and modifications at 
the hands of the Legislature. In the present edition due notice is 
taken of all recent cases and enactments which, in the opinion of the 
editors, called for insertion. In making, however, a selection of the 
more important decisions which have been given since the publication 
of the last edition, we venture to think that the following cases should 
have been included—namely, Rooke v. Dawson (43 W. R. 313), Whit- 
wood Chemical Co. (Limited) v. Hardman (39 W. R. 433; 1891, 2 Ch. 
416), McCowan v. Bayne (1891, A. C. 401), and Bank of China, Japan, 
and the States v. American Trading Co, (1894, A. C. 266). Moreover, 
we also think that, at p. 475, where the relation of bauker and 
customer is discussed, the —— case on the subject—namely, Foley 
v. Hill (2 H. L. C. 28, 36, 45)—should certainly have been cited; and 
tteference also made to Buriick v. Garrick (L. R. 5 Ch. App., at p. 240) 
-and Re Brown, Ex parte Plitt (60 L. T. 397). The text of the work is 
still preceded by an elaborate Table of Contents, and followed by an 
admirable Index. In the Table of Contents we suggest two altera- 
tions—namely, at p. xx., the fact that choses in action are now assign- 
able under section 25, sub-section 6, of the Judicature Act, 1873, 


p. xxiv. attention should be called to the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 63), in giving the contents of Section II. 
of Chapter VII. As the present work is mainly intended for students 
(though most useful to the profession in general), in citing cases, 
references to all the reports are not given either in the text or in the 
Table of Cases. We think, however, that where two distinct cases 
bear the same name—as. for instance, Roberts v. Smith (cited pp. 246, 


Cases. 


BUILDING SOCIETIES. 


Tue LAW AND Practice oF BUILDING AND LAND SOCIETIES, INCLU- 
DING THE LAw OF CO-OPERATIVE BUILDING SOCIETIES. 
late Henry F. A. Davis, Solicitor. FourtH Eprrion. REcAsT 
AND IN GREAT Part RE-WRITTEN by J. E. Waker, Solicitor. 
WirH AN APPENDIX ConTAINING Forms OF RULES, PRECEDENTS 
OF SECURITIES, TABLES OF COMPOUND INTEREST, THE STATUTES, 
Buitpine Socretry AND TREASURY REGULATIONS AND ForMS; 
OFFICIAL MEMORANDUM AS TO PREPARATION OF YEARLY STATE- 
MENT AND Account, &c. AND A Fut InpEex. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 


The fundamental idea of a building society is sufficiently simple: 
the society receives money from one set of members—the unadvanced 
members—in order to lendsit to another set—the advanced members 


cover the expenses of H ; t 
members their money with interest. But in working out this scheme 





itt 


, sir,’ she replied, ‘I wouldn’t get my expenses.’ ’’ 


numerous questions of no little difficulty and complication have arisen, 


808)—they should be distinguished in some way in the Table of © 
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and the law of building societies is a subject that puts a considerable 
ell-known 


tax upon the industry and skill of a text-book writer. The w 
treatise by the late Mr. H Davis has now been revised and to 
a large extent re-written by Mr. J. E. Walker, and it presents a 
very lucid statement of the case law and the statutes, together with 
a considerable amount of information as to the practical working of 
building societies. One point of special difficulty relates to the position 
of persons who have lent money to a society in excess of its borrowing 
powers. They are in the hard position of having no remedy for the 
recovery of their money unless on the doéttine of subrogation they cau 
step into the shoes of creditors who have been paid with their advances. 
The authorities upon this matter, including the cases which arose in 
the winding up of the Blackburn @nd District Building Society, are 
very clearly set out. Another point to-which attention has been 
directed lately is the law applicable to°th®'‘winding up of building 
societies, but the doubts which formerly existed have removed 
by section 8 of the Building Societies Act, 1894, which expressly 
brings them under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. The 
whole subject of the termination of a building society, whether by 
instrument of dissolution or by winding up by the court, is ade- 
quately dealt with by Mr. Walker, and he has managed to include a 
statement of the various points on the execution of an instrument of 
dissolution recently decided by Nortu, J., in Dennison v. Jeffs (1896, 
1 Ch. 611). Altogether the book forms a very complete and useful 
treatise on building societies, and it is well brought up to date. 
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Ruling Cases, arranged, annotated, and edited by RoBERT CamP- 
BELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Advocate of the Scotch Bar, and late 
Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. Assisted by other members of 
the Bar. With American Notes, by Irvina Browne, formerly 
editor of the American Reports and the Albany Law Journal. 
Volume IX. : Defamation— Dramatic and Musical Copyright. Stevens 
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The Law relating to Light Railways, comprising the Light 
Railways Act, 1896, together with the enactments relating thereto, 
with notes and index. Also the Rules made by the Board of Trade 
and the Standing Orders applicable, annotated by Cyrit Dopp, 
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The Practical Statutes of the Session 1896 (59 & 60 Vict.). With 
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lists of local and personal and private Acts, and a copious index. 
_ by JAMES SUTHERLAND CoTrToN, Barrister-at-Law. Horace 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LOCOMOTIVES ON HIGHWAYS ACT, 1896, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—By the 12th section of this Act, which was passed on the 
14th of August last, it was enacted that “‘this Act . . . shall 
eome into operation on the expiration of three months from the 
passing thereof.” 

When did such three montbs expire, and, consequently, when did 
the Act come into operation ? I submit thet the three months did 
not expire until midnight of the 14th inst., so that the dramatic 
scene of the chairman of the Motor Club tearing a red flag in 
twain at the banquet at the Metropole Hotel on the 14th inst., as 
well as the procession of cars to Brighton on that day, were rather 
premature, as the Act did not come into operation until Sunday last, 
the 15th inst. Am I right or wrong ? M. 


Bristol, Nov. 18. 





STAMP ON STATUTORY RECEIPT OF FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Our attention has been called to the letter by ‘‘ Inquirer” 
in your issue of the 14th inst. We have a good deal to do with 
friendly societies, and it has never been our practice to stamp the 
statutory receipt endorsed on the mortgages: when paper me g 
them, but some three or four years ago the/ question was raised by 
some solicitors who were acting for one of the parties in a matter we 
were then dealing with, and in order to satisfy ourselves we sent the 
document up for adjudication, and it was returned to us “ Adjudi- 
cated exempt from duty.” Woo tnoven Gross & Son. 


Mr. Broderip’s debt and interest, there 
£1,055, which is claimed by the 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
SUPREME COURT FUNDS RULES. 
Rute 414 oF Supreme Court Funps Rvuiezs. 


Where a company desires to lodge money in Court under the Life 
Assurance Companies (Pa t into Court) Act, 1896, there shall be 
annexed to the affidavit di to be made by Order LIVc., Rule 1 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court, or any substituted Rule, a 
lodgment schedule stating the title and address of the company, the 
amount of the money proposed to be lodged, and the ledger credit to 
which it is to be mf sn such ledger credit shall be as follows, with 
rsd ane variations :—In the matter of the policy, No , of 

e mpany. 

An office copy of the schedule is to be left with the Paymaster. 

On receipt by the Paymaster of any subsequent notice of claim 
transmitted by such company pursuant their undertaking referred to 
in sub-section (e) of the said Rule, he shall retain the same and make 
an entry thereof in his books; and on any certificate of the fund to 
which such notice refers, he shall notify the name of the person giv- 
ipg such notice, and the date thereof. 

e Paymaster shall also upon such request as is mentioned in 
Rule 100, and upon le ge of the same fee as is payable for a 
transcript under that Rule, supply a copy of such notice, 


(Signed) BURY, © 
We concur, 
(Signed) W. H, Fisuer, 
STANLEY, 
Comtnissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury. 


26th October, 1896. | 








CASES OF THE WEEK._ 


House of Lords. j 
SALOMON (PAUPER) v. SALOMON & CO. (LIMITED). 16th Nov. 
Company—Company INCORPORATED FOR THE Benerit ory One Person— 
Desenturrs—StatuToryY RgQurREMENTS. 

This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Lindley, 
Lopes, and Kay, P53.) reported (43 W. R. 612; 1895, 2 é D, 323) under 
the name of Broderip v. Salomon § Co., affirming the decision of Vaughan 
Williams, J. The eppellant, Aron Salomon, carried on business for many 
years on his own account as a er merchant and wholesale boot manu- 
facturer. He was desirous of ing a company to take over his busi- 
ness, and on the 20th of July,1892, an agreement was entered into with 
a trustee for the intended company. By this agreemen i 
trustee agreed to buy the goodwill of the business for £7,500, to be paid 
by the company when formed in fully —_— up shares. The fixtures, &c., 
were to be bought for £6,000, also in fully pail up shares. ‘The stock -in: 
trade was to be bought for £16,000, to be paid veg eng shares and partly 
in vash or debentures. Ev it was resolved the vendor was to 
receive £10,000 in debentures. A memorandum of association was then 
executed by the appellant, his wife, a daughter, and four sons, each of 


them subscribing for one share, in which the object for which 
the company was formed was stated to be the tion and carrying 
agreed on, of the 


into effect. with such modifications (if any) as might 
provisional agreement of the 20th of July. The memorandum was regis 
tered on the 28th of July, 1892; and the effect of registration, if other- 


wise valid, was to ——— the company, under the name of “‘ Aron 
Salomon & Co. (Limited),”’ with liability limited by shares, and ha a 
nominal capital of £40,000 divided into 40,000 shares of £1 each. 


company adopted the agreewent of the 20th of July, subject to certain 
modifications which are not ial; and an agreement to that effect 
was executed between them and the appellant on the 2nd of August, 1892. 
Within a month or two after that date the whole stipulations of the 
agreement were fulfilled by both parties. In terms thereof, 100 deben- 


tures, for £100 each, were issued to the appellant, who, u the security 
of these documents, obtained an advance of £5,000 from und Broderip. 
In February, 1893, the original debentures were to the company 


and cancelled; and iu lieu thereof, with the consent of the appellant as 
beneficial owner, fresh debentures to the same amount were issued to Mr, 
Broderip, in order to secure the repayment of his loan, with interest at 8 
per cent. In September, 1892, the appellant app 
allotment of 20,000 shares; and from that date, 
made for its compulsory liquidation, the share register of the omen 
remained unaltered, 20,001 shares being held 

shares by his wife and family. It was all along the intention of these 


persons to retain the business in their own hands, and not to permit 
any outsider to acquire an interest in it. 
the payment of interest upon his debentures, Mr. Broderip, in September, 
1893, instituted an action in order to enforce his security against the 
assets of the company. Thereafter a uidation order was made, and a 
liquidator appointed, at the instance of 

company. ee now mate ig a yn eye 208 ~ 

com , applied in extinction 

the assets of pany were, raat! gm ap. " 





Bury St. Edmunds, Nov, 18, 


debentures. 





The respondent company set up by way of counter-claim 
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that the company was formed by Aron Salomon, and the debentures were 
iesued in order that he might carry on the said business and take 
all the profits without risk to himself, and that the company or 
the liquidator thereof was entitled to be indemnified. This counter-claim 
was inserted by way of amendment at the suggestion of Vaughan 
Williams, J., before whom the action came on for trial; and he held that 
Aron Salomon was bound to indemnify the company against its debts and 
liabilities, upon the ground that the business carried on by the company 
was really bis business carried on by him in its name. On appeal, the 
jadgment of Vaughan Williams, J., was affirmed by the Court of Appeal, 
that court ‘‘ being of opinion that the formation of the company, the 
agreement of August, 1892, and the issue of debentures to Aron Salomon 
pursuant to such agreement, were a mere scheme to enable him to carry 
on business in the name of the company with limited liability contrary to 
the true intent and meaning of the Companies Act, 1862, and further to 
enable him to obtain a preference over other creditors of the company by 
procuring a first charge on the assets of the company by means of suc 
debentures.’ The case was argued in June last, and the House (Lord 
Halsbury, C., Lords Watson, Herschell, Macnaghten, Morris, and Davey) 
now reversed this decision of the Court of Appeal. 

Lord Hatsnvry, C., in the course of his judgment, said: The important 
question in this case is, whether the respondent compuny was a company 
at all; and, in order to determine that question, it is necessary to look at 
what the statute itself has determined in that respect. I have no right to 
add to the requirements of the statute, nor to take from the requirements 
thus enacted. ‘The sole guide must be the statute itself. Now, that there 
were seven actual living persons who held shares in the company has not 
been doubted. As to the proportionate amounts held by each I will deal 

mtly ; but it is important to observe that this first condition of the 
statute is satisfied, and it follows as a consequence that it would not be 
competent to any one, and certainly not to these persons themselves, to 
deriy that they were shareholders. I mySt pause here to point out that 
the statute enacts nothing as to the ex or degree of interest which may 
be held by each of the seven, or as to the proportion of interest or influence 
possessed by one or the majority of the shareholders over the others. One 
share isenough. Still less is it possible to contend that the motive of 
becoming shareholders or of making them shareholders is a field of inquiry 
which the statute itself recognizes as legitimate. If they are shareholders 
they are shareholders for all purposes, and, even if the statute was silent 
as to the recognition of trusts, I should be prepared to hold that if six of 
them were the cestuis qve trust of the seventh, whatever might be their 
rights inter se, the statute would have made them shareholders to all intents 
and purposes with their respective rights and liabilities ; and dealing with 
them in their relation to the company, the only relations which I believe 
the law would sanction would be that they were corporators of the ccr- 
porate body. I am simply here dealing with the provisions of the statute, 
and it eeems to me to be essential to the artificial crvation that the law 
should recognize only that artificial existence, quite apart from the 
motives or conduct of individual corporators. In saying this I do not at 
all mean to suggest that if it could be established that this provision of the 
statute to which I am adverting had not been complied with, you could 
not go behind the certificate of incorporation to show that a fraud had 
been committed upon the officer intrusted with the duty of giving the 
certificate, and that by some proceeding in the nature of scire facias you 
couid not prove the fact that the company had no real legal existence. 
But, short of such proof, it seems to me impossible to dispute that once the 
company is legally incorporated, it must be treated like any other inde- 
ent person with its rights and liabilities appropriate to itself, and that 
the motives of those who took part in the promotion of the company are 
absolutely irrelevant in discussing what those rights and liabilities are. 
rw after considering the judgments delivered in the Court of Appeal 
is lordship continued :—] ‘The proposition laid down in Erlanger v. The 
New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (L. R. 3 App. Cas. 1218)—I quote the head- 
note—is that ‘‘ Persons who purchase property and then create a com- 
pany to purchase from them the property they possess, stand in a fiduciary 
position towards that company, and must faithfully state to the company 
the facts which apply to the property, and would influence the company 
in deciding cn the reasonableness of acqftiring it.’’ But if every member 
of the company, every shareholder, knows exactly what is the true state 
of the facts, which for this purpose must be assumed to be the case here, 
Vaughan Williams, J.’s, conclusion seems to me to be inevitable—that no 
case of fraud upon the company could here be established. If there was 
no fraud and no agency, and if the company wasa real one and not a 
fiction or a myth, every one of the grounds upon which it is sought to 
su) the judgment is di of..*The truth is that the learned 
j have never allowed in their own minds the proposition that the 
company has a real existence. They have been dew by what they have 
conridered the inexpediency of permitting one man to be, in influence and 
authority, the whole company, and assuming that such a thing could not 
have been intended by the Legislature, they have sought various grounds 
upon which they might insert into the Act some prohibition of such a 
result. The appellant, in my opinion, is not shewn to have done, or to 
have intended todo, anything dishonest or unwortby, but to have suffered 
a great misfortune without any fault of his own. The result is that I 
move your lordships that the judgment appealed from be reversed, but as 
this is a pauper case I regret to say it can only be with such costs in this 
House as are appropriate to that condition of things, and that the cross- 
be dismissed with costs to the same extent. 
other noble and learned lords concurring, the appeal was accord- 
allowed.—Counszt, Cohen, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., McCall, Q.C., and 
Mackenzie ; Farwell, Q.C., and Theobald, Sotsctrors, Ralph Raphael 
§ Co. ; S. M. § J. B. Benson. 
/ (Reported by C. H. Grarron, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 


VESTRY OF ST. MARTIN-IN-THE-FIELDS v. WARD. No. 1. 14th 
Nov. 


Merrorotis—Sewer—Draris—New Sewer—Ricurt or Vestry To Requires 
Owner or House to Maxe New Dratn—Hovse Founp nor 70 ne Surrr. 
crenTLy Drarnep—MerTropouis Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vier. o, 
120), ss. 69, 73. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Wills, J., at the trial of the 
action without a jury. The action was brought by the plaintiff vestry to 
recover £167, the amount of costs and expenses incurred in constructinga 
drain to the defendant's house and in connecting the said drain witha 
sewer. The defendant’s house had beeu formerly drained into an old 
sewer in the rear of the premises, but in 1894 the vestry made a new sewer 
running along the middle of the road in front of the premises. The 
vestry, having a resolution to the effect that the then existing 
drainage of the defendant’s house was insufficient, required the defendant 
to construct a drain from his house into the new sewer, and, on his failure 
to comply with their notice, caused the necessary work to be done, and 
sought in this action to recover the expenses. The vestry purported to 
act in pursuance of section 73 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, 
which enacts as follows: ‘‘If any house or building . . be found 
not to be drained by a eufficient drain communicating with some sewer 
and emptying itself into the same to the satisfaction of the vestry oni” 
and if a sewer of sufficient size be within one hundred feet of any of 
such house or building, on a lower level than such house or building, it 
shall be lawful for the vestry, by notice in writing, to oy 
the owner of such house or building to construct and make from 
such house or building into any such sewer a covered drain . . , 
adequate for the drainage of such house or building -; and if the 
owner of such house or building neglect or refuse, during twenty-eight 
days after the said notice has been delivered to such owner or left at such 
house or building, to begin to construct such drain and other works as 
aforesaid . . it shall be lawful for the vestry to cause the same to 
be constructed and made, and to recover the expenses to be incurred 
thereby from such owner.’’« The defendant contended that by section 69 
of the Act it was the duty ofthe vestry to provide the new drain and 
connect it with the new sewer, and that, therefore, they were not entitled 
to recover the expenses from him. Section 69 contains the following 
proviso: ‘* Provided also that where the vestry alter any sewer, or provide 
a new sewer in substitution for a sewer discontinued, closed up, or des. 
troyed, they may contract or otherwise alter the private drains communi- 
cating with the sewer so altered, or with the sewer so discontinued, closed 
up, or destroyed, or may close up or destroy such private drains, and 
provide new drains in lieu thereof, as the circumstances of the sewerage 
may appear to them to require, but so that in every case the altered or 
substituted drain shall be aseffectual for the use of the person entitled 


thereto as the drain previously used.’’ Wills, J., gave judgment for the — 


defendant. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covert (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the power given to the vestry by section 
69 was different from the power given by section 73. And he agreed with 
the statement of law laid down by Willes, J.,in Vestry of St. Marylebone v. 
Viret (34 L. J. M. C. 214)—viz., that where a vestry purported to act under 
section 73. and had passed a resolution to the effect that certain drains 
were insufficient, it was yet necessary to ascertain whether the proceedings 
were properly proceedings under section 73 or section 69. In this case he 
thought the vestry had really acted under section 69, and they, therefore, 
no right to charge the defendant with the expenses which had been 

curred. 

Lorgs and Ricry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Macmorran, Q.C., and 
T. Beven ; Channell, Q.C., and R. Cunningham Glen. Soutcrrors, Fladgate 
§ Co. ; Angell, Imbert-Terry, § Page. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. j 


Re COSH’S CONTRACT. No. 2. 13th Nov. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—ASSIGNMENT BY T'ENANT—LANDLORD’s LicENCcE 


To AssiGN—LANDLORD REQUIRING CONSIDERATION FOR Licence—DeposrT — 


or Mongry Tro Secure Psrrormance or A ConTract BeTweEN Lanp+ 
LoRD AND Tenant—‘‘ Five orn Sum or Money 1n tHe Nature oF A 
Five Payasie ror orn IN Respect or sucu Licence ’’—ConveyaNcine 
anp Law or Propgrty Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 13), s. 3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J., on a vendor and 
purchaser summons. The learned judge had held that a deposit of 
£2,000 required by the respondents, who were trustees, to be made by the 
appellant, their lessee under a certain lease, was not a “fine or sum of 
money in the nature of a fine payable for or in respect of’’ the licence 
withiu the meaning of section 3 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1892. For the appellant it was argued that the deposit was a sum 
of money in the nature of a fine, because (inter alia) the trustees received 
the money as stakeholders, and were entitled to retain for their own use 
any interest which it produced. Counsel for the respondents were not 
called upon. 


Tue Covrr (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., and Linptey and A. L. ‘ 


Satrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Lord Russgit or Kittowen, C.J., said: In this case the judgment of 
Stirling, J., must be affirmed. The application made to him was under 


the Vendors and Purchasers Act, 1874, but by agreement between ‘the : 
parties it was treated at the hearing as if it had been an action broughtby | 
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Cosh and Finch, or one of them, against the trustees as for money had 
and received. It being, therefore, a common law action for money had 
and received, the matter stands in point of law thus: If the plaintiff can 
establish thet the money was paid by him without consideration, and that 
the circumstances were such as to give the defendants no legal right to 
retain it, the plaintiff will succeed; but if, on the other hand, the defen- 
dants are able to establish that the money was paid to them for some con- 
sideration, and therefore that they have a right to retain it, the plaintiff 
must fail. It is notnecessary for me to deal at any considerable 
with the facts of the case, which are dealt with exhaustively in the judg- 
ment of the learned judge in the court below. It is enough to say—so 
as the facts are material—that by the original contract of the 23rd and 
94th of May, 1894, Cosh had undertaken for the pulling down of certain 
buildings then standing, one purt of the premises being No. 21, Moor- 
fields, a public-house known as ‘The Five Bells.’’ The scheme of the 
agreement appears to have been that Cosh was to pull down those build- 
ings, to put up upon the ground so cleared certain other buildings, in 
accordance with the specification arrived at by the parties. Leases were 
to be granted by the defendants, at a total rent, for the first three years, 
of £1,000. The only clauses in that contract which are important for the 
sent p are clauses 8 and 9. Olause 8 provides that the contractor 
is to give such security for the due performance of the contracts the trus- 
tees shall require. Certain security was at once demanded, and ultimately, 
by the agreement of the 23rd and 24th of January, 1895, instead of 
£2,000, the security originally contemplated, it was arranged that Finch, 
who was financing Cosh and was a mortgagee under him, should deposit 
—that he or Cosh, or both of them, should deposit—the sum of £1,000. 
Finch took the leases at the stipulated rents, and guaranteed the 
performances of the rest of the contract;. and with regard to that 
the view of the learned judge was that that exhausted the legal 
rights of the trustees to demand security under clause 8. 
The preperty comprised a public-house, erected in pursuance of the 
contract, and Cosh and Finch, the mortgagor and mortgagee, had agreed 
to sell their interest in this public-house for twenty-nine years to one 
Barker for a considerable sum. The position of things at that time was 
that Cosh was in arrear in payment of rent to the trustees to the amount 
of £3,224 8s. 3d., and before he and Finch could be in a position to dis- 
charge that debt it was necessary for them to be able to give a legal title 
to the purchaser of the property they proposed to sell. Then the trustees 
demanded that there should be a fresh deposit of £2,000 as a condition 
of giving them the licence to assign the to the purchaser. I 
think, taking a fair view of the whole of the correspondence, it is clear 
that the trustees were demanding this money as a condition of granting 
the licence, but that they were asking it with a view to putting them- 
selves in a position of more security as to the performance of the rest of 
the agreement. There is no doubt that some of the language used is a 
little inconsistent with that view ; but, on the whole, I arrive at the con- 
clusion, as the fair result of the correspondence, that this deposit was 
demanded as a condition of the trustees giving their assent to the assign- 
ment of the lease to Barker, and as security for the performance of the 
contract, but not as the security the trustees had a legal right under 
clause 8 to require. Then, if I am right in that view, the main question 
is, Was that demand illegal and contrary to section 3 of the Conveyancing 
and Law of Property Act, 1892? That is the sim point. It 
isa point which depends entirely on the construc of the section, and 
which, I think, does not leave open to us any of those rather equitable 
considerations to which counsel for the appellant referred. That section 
quite clearly provides that where in a oe there is a stipulation that 
there shall not be any assignment of the demised premises without the 
licence or consent of the lessor, then, unless the lease contains an express 
provision to the contrary, no fine or sum of money in the nature o? a fine 
shall be payable for or in respect of such licenee orconsent. Was this, then, 
a fine or sum of money in the nature of a fine within that enactment? I 
think it was not. The language points to a fine or sum of money in the 
nature of a fine which is to go into the pocket of the person who is 
requiring the payment as a condition. But here the money was required 
as a deposit only. Now, when money is said to be “ * whether a 
fine or a sum not within that denomination, ‘‘ paid’’ ans that the 


payer is passing and intending to pass the right of y 
tte oo that the money 6 me his property. Here; if the contract 
is properly ; é lations entered into are observed by 
Cosh, be will have the right to demand repayment of that sum of £2,000. 









I think there bas not in this case been any contravention of section 3 of | Secre 


‘igh Conveyancing Act, 1892, and I think the judgment of Stirling, J., is 
t. 


Linpizy and A. L. Swrrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgsi, Warrington, 
Q.C., and Dibdin ; Buckley, Q.C., and John Henderson. Soxtcrrors, A. A. 
Timbrell ; Baylis § Pearce. 

| Reported by R. C. Macxewziz, Burrister-at-Law. | 
Ps 

| THE QUEEN ». LORD LEIGH. No. 2. 14th Nov. 
Potice—Pxrnston—Continuinc Incapacity FoR Pgrrormance or Duty— 

enna Evipence—Potice Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 45), ss. 1,5 (3) 

) (7), 12. . 

This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (Cave and 
Wills, JJ.) refu to direct the issue of a mandamus to the Standing 
Joint Committee of the county of Warwick to pay arrears of pension toa 
trustee for the wife and family of the late chief constable of the county, 
Mr. R. H. Kinchant. Prior to the month of December, 1891, Kinchant 
had completed twenty-two years’ ved service in the police force ; 
during the last sixteen years he had held the office of chief constable for 
the county of Warwick. By sections | and 5 of the Police Act, 1890, it 
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and Dr. Rankin and Dr. Bullock were selected as such practitioners. 
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was made without jurisdiction ; that Kinchant, therefore, was not bound 
to obey it, and that his pension having been forfeited for such disobedience 
the mandamus should go, that being the“only remedy Kinchant had 
whereby to obtain continued — of his pension of which he had 
been illegally deprived. His lordship then continued as follows: There 
is also another ground upon which, in my judgment, the order to submit 
to medical examination contained in the resolution of the 12th of July, 
1894, is invalid. Section 5, sub-section 4,0f the Police Act, 1890, enacts 
that ‘‘ In the event of the incapacity ceasing . . . the police authority 
may cancel his pension and bow ge him to serve again in the police-force, 
in a rank not less than the which he held before his retirement, and 
at « rate of pay not less than the rate which he received before his retire- 
ment.” The latter part of this section wae clearly inserted in favour of 
the officer in this—that if the incapacity ceased, although the standing 
joint committee might (the word is may) cancel his pension, yet if they 
did so they were to give him the option of serving again in the force in a 
rank not than he had hitherto served and at no less pay, eo that 
the officer might not be cast adrift. In this case the standing joint 
committee by their resolution of the 12th of July, 1894, have given 
Kinchant no such option. - ‘hey have ordered him to attend and be 
medically examined upon the 3lst of August, 1894, . and failing 
submission to such examination his pension be cancelled and his name be 
struck off the list of pensioners. It was argued, on the applicant’s behalf, 
that the order was also bad, because it named time wall plate for Kin- 
chant’s examination, and it was said that the standing joint committee 
had no power to name the one nor the other, and that it was for the 
to prescribe when and where the examination should take 

I do not so read the Act. It appears to me that the true reading 

of the statute is that the police authority or the medical practitioner has 
urisdiction to name time and place in order to give effect to the order 
examination. The direction as to time and place is not the sub- 
stantial part of the order for examination) and if Kinchant had attended 
for m, and been examined, although not at the time and place 
indicated, he could not have been treated as disobeying the order. The 
introduction into the order of a time and place does not vitiate it. I 
agree with Cave, J., in thinking that the authority has not beea exceeded 
in this particular, and if the case had rested upon this point I should have 
said a mandamus ought not to go. But for the other reasons above stated 
I am of opinion that the mandamus ought to go, and the appeal be 


Laver, L J., concurred, saying that he bad had an opportunity of 
reading the judgment of A. L. Smith, L:J. Appeal allowed.—Covunsnt, 
Dickens, Q.0., and Ainerley Jones; Channell, Q.C., and Darlington. 
Soxicrrors, 0. Perratt Smith ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 


[Reported by W. Suattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-I.aw.! 


POTTER & CO. v. BURRELL &-80N. No. 2. 7th Nov. 


CuarTar-PARTY—OoNnstrucTION—SaLvace Sgrvices—Liuirs or Deyra- 
TION. 


This was an sppeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of a divisional 
court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) The question turned on the construc- 
tion of a charter-party. By the charter-party dated the 5th of May, 
1894, the shipowners, the defendants, agreed to eupply the plaintiffs, 
the charterers, with five steamers at a certain rate of freight to proceed to 
— New Caledonia, there to load from charterers’ agent a part cargo 

nickel ore, and then direct in a certain order to any three 
Australian or New ports as ordered by charterers, and there load 
in docks to complete their full cargo, and’ ultimately return to Havre or 
Glasgow. The steamers were, with ali convenient speed, to proceed 
direct in ballast to the Port in New Caledonia to which they should be 
respectively ordered. Perils of the sea were expressly excepted. The 
cargo was to be presented upon lighters, which were to commence to come 
alongside the steamer wi twenty-four hours after receipt of notice 
by charterers’ t that the vessel was ready to receive cargo. The 
steamers were to have liberty to tow and be towed, and to assist vessels in 
all situations, salvages procured beitig for the benefit of the owners. 
The steamers were to load as néatly"%s possible one steamer a month. 
Five new steamers were provided by the owners, and Noumea was agreed 
upon as the port of val in New Caledonia. The Strathairly, which 
should have arrived on or about the 23rd of September, did not arrive 
until the 9th of October owing to heavy weather. The Strathnairn arrived 
on the 12th of October, and gave notice the same day that she was ready 
to receive cargo, but no cargo was tendered to her until the 24th of 
, there being not sufficient -labour at Noumea to load more than 
one steamer at atime. D were claimed by the shipowners for the 
detention of The Strathnairn at Noumea. The arbitrator decided in their 
favour. The Strathord on her voyage out fell in with a disabled vessel, The 
Buteshire, and towed her t> Mauritius as a salvage service. This towage 
ao voyage of The Strathord for about three weeks. As a result of 
the y an agreement between the plaintiffs and an Australian firm for 
loading the vessel in Australia was cantelled, and the vessel proceeded to 
a New Zealand port for loading, where she arrived on the 15th of 
December. Due notice of her arrival having been given to the charterers’ 
agents, no cargo was tendered until the 3rd of January. The charterers 
therefore claimed that they were not bound to load in accordance with 
the terms of the charter, but only within a reasonable time. The arbi- 
trator found as a fact that the towage services were not such as to frustrate 
the object of the adventure as between the charterers and the owners, 
and awarded damages to the owners for the detention of the ship in New 
Zealand. charterers appealed to the Divisional Court from the arbi- 
trator’s decision. The Divisional Court affirmed the arbitrator’s award, 
and the charterers appealed to the Court of Appeal. 





Tue Court (Linpiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linoiey, L.J., said that the questions raised turned entirely on the 


aa 


construction of the charter-party. The dates of arrival for the vessels 


were not absolute but flexible dates. Unless the charterars could say that 
they were discharged from the obligations of the clause (with reference to 
the loading) by the non-fulfilment of some condition precedent on the 
part of the shipowners, they took the risk of finding the labour. The’ 
Strathairly, being delayed by perils of the sea, which were excepted from 
the charter-party, was not late within the meaning of the contract; the 
risk of finding the labour WdS on the charterers, and they were not 
exonerated from that risk. The case of The Strathord was not so plain, 
The towage services did cause a deviation, but a deviation, unless so great 
as to be inconsistent with the contract, was an allowable deviation. Here 
the delay was not so great as to defeat the object of the contract. There 
had been no breach of con ‘and no non-performance of any condition 


by the owners, and they ¥ net responsible for the delay. The 
award of the arbitrator was right, and must be affirmed. 
A. L. Sarru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dis- 


missed.—CounsgL, Cohen, Q.C., and Scrutton; Bigham, Q.C., and J, &, 
Bankes. Soutcrrors, Parker, Garrett, § Holman ; Botterell & Roche. 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BROWN, BROWN v. ACOMB. Chitty, J. 18th Nov. 


Witt—Consraucrion—Exszcyrory Devise or Deceaszp Cutiip’s Suars 
TO AND EQUALLY aAMONG',“‘Survivinc CuILpREeN’’—Ricut or Sorg 
Survivine CuILp. 


Summons. Joseph Brown, by his will dated in 1844, devised his copy- 
hold land at Redditch (subject to a gift thereof to his wife during her 
widowhood) as to a messuage called the Plumber’s Arms to his son 
Charles, and as to two houses in William-street to his son Joseph, and as 
to other houses in William-street to his daughter Sarah, and as to two 
houses in Brockhill-lane ta his daughter Emma, and as to other houses 
in Brockhill-lane to his . ter Aun, and continued his said 


; will as follows: ‘‘ If any or either of my said children should happen to 


die without having lawful issue their share or shares of such property to 
go to and be equally divided among the surviving children share and share 
alike.’’ Joseph Brown, the testator, died in 1844, and his widow in 1864, 
The said Ann Brown died a,spinster in 1895. At her death the testator’s 
son Joseph was the testator’s only surviving child, and the question was 
whether Ann‘s share under the said will passed on Ann’s death without 
issue to Joseph Brown, the son, as such surviving child of Joseph Brown 
the testator, or to Ann’s customary heir. 

Currry, J., said that King v. Frost (15 App. Cas. 248 ; 39 W. R. Dig. 264) 
was relied on as shewing that the share was not divested by the divesting 
clause in the will. It was contended on the authority of that case that the 
words used by this testator did not extend to the case of a sole surviving 
child, and ought to be construed strictly, but his lordship thought that 
King v. Frost did not apply to this case at all. But the case of Hearn v. 
Baker (2 K. & J. 383; 4 W. B. Dig. 128) appeared to his lordship to be 
directly in point, and he = to follow it. There was a gift of stock 
there after the decease of testator’s wife to ‘‘ my five first cousins 
. . . or the survivorsof them . . . to be equally divided between 
them share and share alike,’’ and “‘ survivors ’’ was held to include a sole 
survivor. His lordship also referred to Sturgess v. Pearson (4 Madd 411), 
and decided that the cheno passed to Joseph Brown as the surviving child 
of the testator.—Counsat, 7. L. Wilkinson; G. Henderson. So.tcrrors, 
Long $ Gardiner, for E. C. Browning, Redditch. 


(Reported by J. F. Watey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NEWELL v. NEWELL. North, J. 12th Nov. 
Practice—Irtsh Decezss Enwroutep in Enciisn Covrar or CHancery— 
41 Gro. 3, c. 90, s. 6—Non-onszrvance or Inisi Dscres—Morion Te 

Comair. Te 
Motion to commit a defendant for diso! 
oag . J 


ai 












iD e clerk of rec ts all 
deeds and documents in his possession; and! power or procurement relating 
brought the defendant 


to c2rtain premises and made in ab action against 

and-otheérs in the Irish court. The defendant had not enterét - 
ance to the action in Ireland, and had not taken part in the hearing. The 
order had been made on further consideration. Notice of the action having 


been set down on further consideration had been filed, and on the order 
was indorsed, “‘ If you, the within named defendant, neglect to obey 
judgment by the time therein limited, you will be liable to process t 
execution for the purpose of compelling you to obey the same judgment.’ 
The original order gave leave to serve the juigment on the defendant at 
his house in England, and had been enrolled in the rolls of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice in England in compliance with the 

rovisions of 41 Geo..3, c. 90,8. 6. For the motion Pennefuther v. Short 
1866, W. N., pp. 102, 126); Hazleton v. Bright (1873, W. N., p. 3) were 
cited. The defendant in person desired to go into the merits of the order 
made by the Irish court. 

Norn, J., said the order must go, subject to the cases quoted being 
verified in the registry, but s the order for three weeks, to £e 
the defendant the opportunity of moving the Irish court to eet aside their 
es guia Peterson. Souscrrors, Howard Austin, for Hayes § Co., 
Dublin. 


[Reported by R. Sir.eM, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re GURNEY, CLIFFORD +. GURNEY. Kekewich, J. 11th Nov. 


ApMINISTRATION—CREDITORS—Prronitizs—JupomENT COreprron—Liserty 
ro Sicn Jupomenr unper R. 8. C., Onv. XTV.—R. 8. C., Orv. X LI, 
ne. 3 AND 4, 


Adjourned summons. This was an application in an administration 
action to vary the chief clerk ’s certificate under the following circum- 
stances. On the 13th of October, 1892, the ‘* Bouillon Fleet (Limited),”’ 
who were creditors of the deceased Edwin Gurney, had taken out in the 
Queen's Bench Division a writ of summons specially indorsed under 
Rk. 8. C., ord. 3, r. 6, against the administatrix of the deceased (who was 
defendant in the administration action), and.on the 31st of October, 1892, 
had obtained in that action an order made by the Master under R. 8. C., 
ord. 14, in the prosence of the defendant, giving them, in the usual form, 
liberty to sign final judgment for the amount of the claim indorsed on 
their writ. The ‘ Bouillon Fleet (Limited),’’ however, took no steps 
under the order, and judgment was never <i or entered. On the 13th 
of November, 1893, an order for accounts Jnquiries was made in the 
administration action, and under that order the chief clerk by his certifi- 
cate dated the 31st of July, 1896, certified that asum of £135 and interest 
thereon due to the ‘‘ Bouillon Fleet (Limited)’’ was entitled to priority 
over other debts, which, by the same certificate, he allowed nst the 
estate. The plaintiff in the administration action now took out this 
summons to Va h e striking he linding 
that the ‘‘ Bouillon 





















stituting a fin were entitled ak sari su With the 
0 ; i the part of the applican “an | 
under R. 8S. C., ord. 14, giving leave to sign final judgment was not 


a judgment such as to give the right of priority of a judgment creditor 
until final judgment had been actually signed, and that the chief clerk 
had in error applied rule 3 of R. 8S. C , ord. 41, whereas he should have 
applied rule 4 of that order. On the other hand, it was contended on 
bebalf of the ‘‘ Bouillon Floet (Limited)” that the signing of final judg- 
ment was a merely formal proceeding, and one to whicn the defendants 
in their action had no power to object, and that the order, though not 
actually a final judgment, was substantially the same thing. 

Kexewicn, J., said that in his opinion the chief clerk was in error. 


His lordship thought that ™ liberty to sign final indgment ” could not, 
looking at the ordinary meaning 0 e wo n the Eng nguage, 
fruea as aterrt-to-a-firat jodgnrent rere Was no compulsion 
my-one to Sigil, and, as a matter of fact, judgment might never be 
tigned. Regarding it, moreover, as a matter of practice, it was clear 
that liberty to sign final judgment was not judgment itselt, a further 
os tomy be taken, and a further order was necessary. Therefore in his 
hip’s opinion the summons must succeed, and the chief clerk’s cer- 
tificate be varied.—Counset, NV. Micklem ; A. Dunham. 


Pritchard ; Pearce Jones. 
(Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WALTHAMSTOW URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL +. HENWOOD. Keke- 
wich, J. 10th, 11th, and 12th Nov. 


Puntic Heauru . Act, 1875, ss. 41, 257, ann 267—Puntic Heattu Acts 
AMENDMENT Act, 1890, s. 19—Sexrvice or Notices—“‘ Preram Lerrsr ”’ 
—Evivence Merety tHat Notice ‘‘ was Prorgsrty ADDRESSED AND 
Postep "’ Insurricrent. 


This was a summons taken out by the Walthamstow Urban District 
Council asking (inter alia) for a declaration that, they were entitled, under 
section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875, toa charge of £40 17s. 2d. 
upon certain land and premises belonging t> the defendant, such sum 
being the amount apportioned by the plaintiff council’s surveyor in 
— of the said premises for certain expentes incurred by the plaintiffs 

er section 41 of the said Act and section 19 of the Public Health Acts 
Amendment Act, 1890. A preliminary objection was taken on behalf of 
the defendant that, as the defendant had served a written notice dis- 
puting the apportionment within the time specified by section 257 of the 
blic Health Act, 1875, the apportionment was not binding upon him. 
and, that being so, the proper tribuual to fix the ‘amount was a court of 
summary jurisdiction. In support of the objection the defendant relied 
upon the affidayits filed by him, the first of which stated that on the 5th 
of July, 1895, after receiving the notice of apportionment, the defendant 
wrote to the chairman of the plaintiff council a letter dispu the 
amount settled by the surveyor to be due from him. In his affi - 
davit, filed in reply to one sworn by the clerk to the plaintiff council to 
the effect that no trace of the letter or of its receipt could be found, the 
defendant stated that the letter was addressed to the chairman of the 
plaintiff council at their offices, and was - into the post by himself. 

Kexewicnu, J., eaid that it wasa condition ——- under section 267 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, that notices, including notices of dispute 
—if served by Dina be “‘ served by post by prepaid letter,"’ and 
that unless the letter was prepaid the notice was not good. The defen- 

;dant’s evidence did not shew that he had complied with the requirements 
of the section in this respect, therefore his notice of dispute was not good, 
and the preliminary objection must fail. On the merits of the case, his 

\lordship subsequently made the declaration asked for by the summons.— 

a Naldrett ; Fleetw:od Pritchard. Soxscrrons, G. Houghton; H. H. 

ells, 









Soxicrrors, C. P. 


(Reported by R. J. A. Monarsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 
WILD r. SOUTHWOOD, Veughan Williams, J. Nov. 16. 
Bankauprcy—Re.ation Bacx or Taustee’s Trtke—Prorecrep Transac- 








TIoN—Banxkruptoy Act, 1888. (46 & 47-Vacr. o. 52) es. 44, 45, 46, 49— 


Pantngrsure Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 39) s. 23. 


This was 6. summons tn. chennee. SSS: Seco oe So Vi 
Williams, J. The facts were as follows: Upon the of April, 


895 
the plaintiff’ Wild obtained judgment against Southwood for £125 and. 


costs. Upon the same day he took out a summons under section 23 of 
on 


the eo Act, 1908, for a ers pier the interest of | 
defendan e Lloyd Jones, and obtained 





















such order, and the appoip siver upon the 27th of April. 
Upon the 23rd of May the ummons to en o the 
tiioney to avoid a sale, but the ju informed that a 


bankruptcy petition had been presented wood the day before, 
ordered his partners to the money into court instead of to Wild. A 
receiving order was against Southwood on the 15th of June, the 
date of the act of Bankruptcy being the 17th of April. Wild then took 
out the present summons for payment of the money out of court, which 
was opposed by the teustee in Southwood’s bankruptcy. 
Vavuenan Writs, J., held that Wild was not entitled to have the 
money paid out to him. He could only have it had completed his 
title to it before the : 
ne ro} he stee. Section 49 of the Bankraptc 
) _ use it bad been decided in tre chse of Courage v. 
"Shea (43 W. R. 244; 1895, 1 Ch. 325) thata charging order was in 
contract, dealing, or eogeery ptm feaheneee ows not be 
ur; that the money was not krupt’s property not 
be trustee. The summons was therefore dismissed. 
Terrell; Hansell. Sorscrrons, Wild § Wild; Field, Rowcoe, ¢ Ov. 


(Reported by P. M. FPaancee, Barrister-at-Law.]| 





















Solicitors’ Cases. 
DEVEREUX AND ANOTHER ¢.°WHITE & CO. No. 1. 17th Nov. 
So.icrror—Brtt or Oosts —Taxation. 


to the defendants—one by the plaiatiff Devereux, who was retained and 
acted as solicitor to the defendants from 1891 to August, 1893; the other 
by the plaintiffs Devereux and Heiron, who acted in partnership as 
solicitors to the defendant: from August 1893 to 1895. An order was 
made in each action referring the bill of costs on which the action was 
brought to taxation, the two actions to be consolidated. The master 
having taxed the bill of costs sent in by the two plaintiffs, and taxed off 
less than one-sixth, the defendants carried in objections to the taxation. 
The first objection was that, as there was only one there ought 
only to be one bill and one action and one taxation. The defendants 
alleged that, if the two bills were _as one bill, more than one-sixth 
would be taxed off so as to entitle to the costs of the taxation. Toe 
master overruled the objection. The second objection was that certain 
fees to counsel were wrongly entered in the The defendants had 
paid these fees by cheques drawn by themselves in favour of 
which were sent to the plaintiffs and banded by them to ee 
that if 


lL 


The amounts of these fees were entered on both sides of the 
as receipts and disbursements, The defendants alleged 
entries were struck out, as they ought to be, the amount 
bill would be more than one-sixth... The master 
also. Day, J., at chambers, affirmed the master’s decision on both 

The defendants 


ed, and Woollison v. Hodgson (2 

Harrison v. Ward (4 Dowl. 39) wergeited in sup con 

Tue Court (Lord Esusr, M.R,, and Lorzs ony, L JJ.) diemissed 
the appeal. As to the first objection, although the actions were 
to be consolidated, ,there been sepsrate orders for taxation. 
master was right in taxing in accordance with the orders. 
second objection, the method of paying counsel’s 
was irregu‘ar, and the solicitors ought to have so informed their cliente. 
But the real truth of the transaction was that the had 
solicitors in funds to pay these fegs specially. The 
were right in putting 
disbursement.—CounsgL, Courthope-Monroe and Atkin; Hopkinson, Q.C. 
and Ribion. Soxicrrons, Devereux & Heiron. 

(Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


November 16.—Mr. O. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. J. 8. Green 
opened a debate on the motion ‘‘ That the decision of Mr. Justice North 
in Re Harkness and Allsopp’s Contract (1896, 2 Ch. 3658) is wrong.” Mr. 
W. F. Symonds and the uent speakers were Mesers. A. H. 
Richardson, A. M. , N. Tebbutt, W. J. Boyco:t, A. C. F. Boulton, 
C. H. Kirby, P. H. Edwards, and C. W. Williams. The motion was 
eventually lost by one vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The follo tlemen were called to the bar on Tuesday :— 
laneureat deems Henry Stuart, late Feliow of Emmanuel Col- 


NN 


} 
| 


Hl 


own these fees im-their bill.as both a receipt and a | 
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lege, Cambridge, M.A. ; George Goodman Solomon, London University ; 
Egerton William Townsend Back ; Charles Percy Sanger, Trinity College, 
Cambridge ; Shrimant Sampatrao Kashirao Gaikwad, of Baroda, India ; 
Michael Linning Henry Melville ; Lionel Tudway Levick, B.A., Pembroke 
Oxford; George Watkins Williamson ; Archibald Alfred Willis ; 
Thomas Whitaker, B.A., Christ Church, Oxford ; Richard Matias ; 
Major Greenwood, M.D., LL.B., D.P.H. 

NNgR Temrie—Stafford Faulkner; Brenton Robie Oollins, B.A., 
Oxford; Cecil Louis Ferdinand Floersheim, B.A., Oxford; John 
Ellison Otto, B.A., Oxford; Walter James Lionel Stewart, Oxford ; 
John James Bell, B.A., Cambridge; Walter Rogers, B.A., Oxford; 
Edward Henry Harrington Maxwell, B.A., Cambridge; Edward 
Everard Earle Welby-Everard, B.A., Oxford; Edward James Watt, 
B.A., Cambridge; James Gilbert Shaw Mellor, B.A., LL.B., Cam- 

idge; Henry Cubitt Gooch, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; George Alfred 
Mosley Cheeke, B.A., Oxford; William Francis Cornewall, B.A., Oxford ; 
John Charles Miles, B.A., Oxford; Harold Ellis, B.A., Oxford ; Alexander 
Adair Roche, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Francis Haddan, Oxford; Robert 
Holme Storey, B.A., Cambridge ; William Neilson, B.A., LL.B., Cam- 

; Ernest Yarrow Jones, B.A , Oxford; William James Holmes 
G , B.A., Cambridge ; Harold English Harrison, B.A., Cambridge ; 
the Hon. George Arthur einclair; Edward Herbert Merivale Drury, Cam- 
bridge: Frederick Joseph Coltmin; Joseph Ephraim Uaseley Hayford, 
Oambridge ; and Walter George Wrangham, B.A., Cambridge. 

Mippiz Tsmrir.—Edward Patrick Sarefield Counsel, barrister-at-law, 
Ireland, LL.D., iaw prize; Michael Brett, B.A., New College, Oxford, 
Second Class Jurisprudene, honours certificate, Inus of Court ; Charles 
Giesler Norbury, B.A., Cambridge University; Husain Budruddin 
Tyabji, B.A., LL.B., honours, Cambridge University; Reginald Hugh 
Goodman, University of London ; Cecil John Dwyer; Sheikh Asghar Ali, 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, J.C S., B.A., Punjab University, and B.A., 
honours, Cambridge University ; George, Alexander Blair, New College, 
Oxford, and St. John’s College, Cambridge; John Augustus Abbensetts ; 
Dhirajlal Panachand Shroff; Harry .Bollen Longhurst; Arthur Sims, 
honours at solicitors’ final examination. 

Gray’s-1vn.—Jobn Richard Olark Hall, M.A., London University, and 
of the Local Government Board ; Henry Anderson Watt, M.A., Glasgow ; 
Robert Warden Lee, B.A., Balliol College, Oxford; Frederick Hinde, 
Kenthouse, Beckenham ; James Graham Leslie, in the office of the Crown 
Agents for the Colonies; Montague White, Consul-General of the South 

ublic; Robert Ernest Dummett, Clare College, Cambridge ; 
Frederick Charles Goodwin, Kingston-on-Thames, M.R.C.S. Eng., anda 
L.R.C.P. and D.P.H., Cambridge ; Syamo Podo Roy, Calcutta University, 
Punjab, India, pleader in the Chief Court of Lahore; and William 
a Williams, formerly a solicitor, of Castle Mount, Sandal, near 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Cuartes Carne Lewis, solicitor, coroner for South Essex and for 
the county borough of West Ham, died on Sunday at the age of sixty 
five years. He held several public appointments in addition to his duties 
ascoroner. It is stated that the late Mr. Lewis was the third member of 
his family to hold that appointment, the eldest son in each instance 
having succeeded his father. Mr. Edgar Lewis, the son of the deceased 
gentleman, has filled the position of deputy coroner during his father’s 
illness, and there is little doubt that he will receive the appointment of 
coroner. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. F. ©. Bovcusr, solicitor, of Rochester, has been elected Clerk of 
the Peace in the place of Mr. W. W. Hayward, who resigned office on 
becoming Mayor of Rochester. 

Mr. Gzorce Ronson, solicitor, of Strood, has been appointed Clerk to 
St. Catherine’s Charity. 

Mr. R. J. M. Srepmax, solicitor, of Rochester, has been appointed City 


Mr. Lzonarp Batt, solicitor, of Rochester, has been appointed Clerk to 
Watts’ Charity. 

[The three last-named appointments were lately held by Mr. W. H. 
Bzgt1, who died recently. ] 

Mr. Cartes Epmcnp Tartuam, solicitor, of the firm of Ladbury & 
Tatham, of 1, Budge-row, Cannon-street, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Tatham was admitted in December, 1888. 

Mr. Antuvr J. Lawman, solicitor, of Great Torrington, Bideford, and 

h, was on the 9th inst. unanimously elected Mayor of Great 
Torrington, Devon, from outside the Council. He is believed to be the 
—— mayor in the United Kingdom, being only twenty-nine years 

age. 


Mr. Punir J. Rurwanp, of 69, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., and High 
Wycombe, Bucks, solicitor, has been elected Mayor of High Wycombe. 
Mr. Rutland is vice-president of the Berks, Bucks, and Oxon Incorporated 
Law Society. 


GENERAL. 
Lord Justice Kay is stated to be gradually improving in health and 


The Members of the Northern Circuit will entertain Mr. M’Connell, 





Q.C., at a complimentary diuner at the Hotel Métropole on the 16th of i 


January, in celebration of his recent appointment as Chairman of Quarter 
Sessions for the county of London. 


It appears from a return by the Finance Committee of the 
London Oounty Council that the total debt of London is now £37,941,704 
which involves a charge on the rates of £2,523,447, of which £1.217,437 ig 
pane and £1,306,010 repayment, equal to the rate of 1s. .57d. in the 
pound. 


The St. James's Gazette says that the brother of the Gaikwar of Baroda, 
who has spent some time in Oxford and in London quietly completing 
his studies, has recently passed as a barrister, and is to be called to the 
bar. He leaves this week for Baroda, where his abilities and knowledge 
of Wes%ern ideas will doubtless be turned to good account. 


Messrs. Bean, Burnett, & Eldridge sold this week at the Mart, Token- 
house-yard, freehold groundsrents of £3,267 10s. per annum, freehold 
rack-rental of £1,050 per annum, and a leasehold ground-rent of £150 per 
annum, together amounting to £4,46710s, per annum, secured upon 
= r cae Hotel, Aldorsgate-street. The property realized 

2,000. 


In the course of a case at the Lambeth County Court, Judge 
Emden said that the present state of the bankruptcy law was favourable 
only to rich debtors. He added: ** These cases come before me almost 
daily, and I am continually calling attention to the present anomalous 
state of the law, in the hope that the Legislature will presently recognize 
the necessity for reform. In the present state of the law persons in the 
position of the defendant are unable to get relief from the load of debt 
which has come upon them by misfortune. Hence, they are liable to be 
coustantly harried by their creditors on judgment summonses. If the 
County Court jurisdiction':were extended above £50, relief might be 
granted in this court. As the law now stands bankruptcy is the only 
remedy, but that is impossible with persons in the defendant’s position. 
They are, in truth, too poor to become bankrupt—they cannot find the 
money to pay the necessary fees.” 

The Chicago Legal News, under the heading of ‘‘ Judge Dundy, the 
Champion Judicial Bear Killer,’’ says: ‘‘ We are informed by our esteemed 
contemporary, the Omaha Mércury, that Judge Dundy has in his various 
hunting excursions killed sixty-seven bears. We doubt if any other 
living judge can beat this record.”” The Mercury says: ‘‘ Judge Dundy is 
resting after his hunting in Wyoming, and will do nothing in the United 
States Court for a few days. The judge was encamped at the base of 
Laramie , and during his entire trip saw but one bear, bat he got 
him. Ju Dundy says there are no bears in the vicinity where he was 
encamped, notwithstanding the reports that the. woods were full of them. 
It is a sparsely settled section, and it would seem that there should be 
many bears there. The bruin the judge killed was a black bear, and 
about the largest of the sixty-seven that have dropped at the crack of his 
rifle. The judge ran upon him at the mouth of an old mine and soon 
finished him.”’ 

At the Mansion House Police Court on Wednesday, says the Times, 
Mr. Charles Henson Staniland, of Old Jewry Chambers, was summoned 
before Alderman Sir David Evans, at the instance of the Incorporated 
Law Society, for obtaining money by false pretences. The defendant 
was admitted a solicitor in 1861, and in 1876 was appointed a com- 
missioner to administer oaths. 1n consequence of complaints against him 
in 1893 his professional.cohduct was investigated by the Incorporated 
Law Society, with the result that, on their application, the High Court 
suspended him from practice for a year from the 9th of January, 1894, 
He had not since taken out a certificate enabling him to act as a solicitor, 
and it was alleged that he was consequently disqualified from acting as 
a commissioner, as by the terms of his commission he had authority to 
administer oaths and do other official acts only so long as he should con- 
tinue to practice as a solicitor. It was proved that, in three instances, 
he had purpo 
istering oaths and declersations and marking exhibits, and had received 
the small fees—a few sh’ in each case—usually paid for these services. 
Mr. Kent, for the defence, said it was a moot point whether a com- 
missioner’s powers ceased, or were suspended when the individual was 
not practising as a solicitor, and the defendant had a complete answer to 
the charge. Sir David Evans committed the defendant for trial, admitting 
him meanwhile to bail. 


Sir Comer Petheram, the retiring Chief Justice of Bengal, in replying 
to a farewell address presented to him in Calcutta by a number of friends, 
took occasion to refer to the changed position of judges of the High Courts 
in India, especially by new rules relating to the number of years which 
they have to serve before becoming entitled to a pension. Sir Comer 
observed that when he arrived in India, in 1884, the value of the ru 
was between 1s. 84. and 1s. 94., and the period of service for a full hb 
Court was eleven and a half years. The rupee is now worth less 
than Is. hg po ewer mig dey fod wea -segqaenb darned a 
half years. I cannot help —! . when the profession both here 
and in England fully appreciate effect of these changes, it will be 
found that the field of selection has been dangerously narrowed. I also 
think that there is reason to fear that the extension of the period of ser 


vice may have a serious effect upon the efficiency of nae he @ reason 
which , ben not seem to have been considered, or to have within the 


knowledge of the framers of the new rules. The ex-Chief Justice said he 
was forty-nine years of age when he became Chief Justice of the North- 


West Provinces, and he had now spent twelve hot seasons in the plains of 
India, and then he proceeded: “ My knowledge of my own health and 

tells me that if I were to attempt to carry on the work of Chief 
Justice of Bengal for another three years it would be found that my energy 
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and patience have been so seriously affected by the work which I have 
already done in this climate that it would be in the interest of the court 
and the public that the office should be in younger hands. What is true 
of myself will, I feel sure, be found to be true of many others, and for 
this reason I greatly fear that it will be very difficult for men who come 
tothis country after they have reached middle life to the duties 
of the office of a judge for fifteen hot seasons in the p of India with 
the energy and patience which the public have a right to expect.” 


At the Liverpool Assizes on Monday Mr, Justice Bruce, in charging 
the grand jury, said that the details of “assaults upon young children 
should be given in open court was a matter tama he could not help 
regretting. Of course, if necessary for the yoy , the grand 
jury must find a true bill, but he thonght that in class of cases 
the grand j jury, in their discretion, were justified in esting a little more 
narrowly into these cases than into others, beéause of the great a 
ence of trial. He had said ‘‘inconvenience)*” He might 
used a stronger word. He thought he — have said misc se 
familiarizing the minds of the idle and thoughtless with revolting det 
attending acts of this kind. He had during this circuit been obliged to 
hear many of these cases—some cases V revolti in crowded courts, 
where large numbers of idle men had listened with open mouth and 
unashamed face to the relation by young children and modest women cf 
the most degrading incidents. He was well aware of the value they 
attached in this country, and properly attached, to publicity, and he did 
not think the public of this country would ever allow the of any 
man, even the humblest of the Queen’s oe even the most d 
of the Queen’s subjects, to be taken away roceedings. 
could not think that it was impossible to acs am 
men who thronged the court during the 
no real security for the proper administration of justice. Assuming there 
were the representatives of the Press, who always in these cases exercised 
a wise discretion ; assuming that the jurymen in waiting, who did truly 
represent the public, were always present ; that menaiiees of the legal 
and medical professions were present ; and that the friends of the 

oner and the friends of the prosecutor were not excluded, he could not 
help thinking that no harm would be done if discretion were ) given to the 
judge to exclude other members of the public, 


ut he 








Bovril (British, Colonial, and Foreign) (Limited) announce their pros- 
pectus. The share capital is £2,000,000, ‘with an issue of debentures 
amounting to £500,000. The net profits of the business for the year 
ending June, 1896, is stated to be upwards of £80,000. The list opens on 
Monday and closes on Wednesday for London, and on Thursday for the 


country. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrnars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
ard ‘Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srreuine. KEKEWIOCH. Romen. 
Mr. Rolt Mr, Lavie Mr. Pugh 
Farmer Carrington Beal 
Bolt Lavie Pugh 
Farmer i Beal 
Bolt Lavie Pugh 
i Beal 





WAknInG To INTENDING Hovsz Purcuasgrs AND Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Certer Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov. 24.—Mr. C. Rawury Cross, at the Mast, at2. Freehold Ground-Rents of £292 per 
annum on Houses at Kensi n, and £50 per annum on at Brook Green ; 
also Freehold and Leasehold Properties at Notting Hill. Solicit T. H. Hiscock 
and Messrs. Hughes & Aston, all of London, - advertisement, this week, p. 3). 

Nov. 26.—Messrs. Stiusow & Sons, at the Mart at 2. Freehold Ground-Rent of £39 per 
annum, secured upon Property near Honor Oak. ” Solicitor, W. H. Matthews, London. 
(See advertisement, Nov. 14, p. 3). 

RESULT OF SALES. 
Sae or Apsotute Reversions anv Lire Pouicigs. 

Messrs. H. E. Fostrr & Cranxrixip’s 583rd Periodical Sale of these Interests tests sinee at 
the Mart on Th y Jast, the 19th inst. The following are some of the its i— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS 
To one-eighth Share of £47, 197 proces —_ — - oo 


Debenture Stock Bold £4,400 
To a Moiety of £4, 28 Consols poe * 1,286 
To one-fifth of a Trust ~~ a of the net value of about £3,300 pa ” 265 


POLICIES of ASSURAN' 
For £1,000 in United Kent ( Office . » 220 
For £500 in United Kingdom Temperance and ‘General Provident 

Institution, and bonuses £300 — 480) 
For £1,000 in the Prudential Assurance Company, Limited...  <.. 360 








For £1,000 in the Liverpool end. London and Globe Insurance 


ee “ aoe 


F £1,000 in the same 
9,230 EL ielaeieeemeitone 
were Share. 
seene, fee ee sf 14, Wiiatan inne, Lenfan, oid the Besa ond 
Leasehold to the “‘ Manchester 
weest, tn the Clip of Loaton br cis Ok Thin te damed to be 


eget pepyey aseet Sosa 
Menge. * ee ae The Gateforth Estate, comprising 2,086a. 2r. 2p. 
or 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fatvay, Nov 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep mw Caancery. 


Govp Resrs or Westerw Avsrraia, Lamrrep—Creditors are o pogieel, om or before Dec 
30, to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Bémund William Deweon, 10, Paserns i. Gover & Chiles, Queen st, Cheapside, solors 

Horst Provence Co, lan coantend, on or betaee De 17, to send their 
names a’ of their debts or claims, to Abercrombie Castle 
and Bdward Ceol Moore, 3, Oreo Kirby & Millett, George st, Westminster, 

ors 


New Loxpon Civss Syxpicare, Loarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of of their debts or claims, 
Blakemore, 57, Moorgate st. Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn 


fauldstor 
UivansTox | Suvrres aue lave Co, en, nd the past are ge ty bhp 
William Holmes, 2, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Farexptr Socizty, Swan Inn, Moulton, Spalding, Lincoln Nov 4 
Susrznpep ror Turez Mowrus. 
Birsta.t Faiexpiy Society, National Sthool, Birstall, Leicester Nov 5 
London ‘Tuzspay, Nov. 17. 
JOINT sTO' COMPANIES. 
Loarep m Caanoczrr. 


AssoctaTeo Proprietors 1x THe Rorat Swepisn Raitway Co, Limirep—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 17, to send their names and 
their debte or claims to W. B. Peat, 3, Lothbury. Kimber & Co, Lo st, solors to 


liquidator 
Bf Merroroxe, Roassenoves, toe oy presented Nov. 10, 


& 


be heard 2%. solors for 
Helene de neesaten tout toa the as lean tan 6'o'check in the after, 
noon of Nov 24 
sce aT gi en 
Limited, 171, Queen Vi 


1p, Demented Nov 13, drweted 


Perrovevm Paorrigtary hae for 
heard 


‘alter Newson, 7 and Gat “yt 
abe hb M. d 5h OS an tta thee Codd & alee 
noon of Nov 24 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


East Lowpon anp Essex pane Ancttst Orpsr or Saeruervs Farexpty Sociery, 
1, Woolmore st, Poplar. 

Pzacocx Mutua Investment Society, Peacock Inn, Darwin st, Birmingham. Nov 4 

Mirrit.p, Tosueene, Speorenes Lopes or Opp Fatiows Farsspty Socisry, Horse 
Shoe Inn, Mirfield, York. Nov 11 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ctam. 

London Gasetie.—Turspvay, Nov. 3. 
Barrett, Ricnarp, Warwick, Butcher Nov 30 Sydney & Co, Birmingbam 
Bextiex, Hawxan, Longnor, Stafford Nov 25 Furniss, Buxton 
Brows, Heyry, Shrewsbury Decl J & F Holyoake, Bromsgrove 
Campse.t, Water, Knightrider st Dec10 Abbott & Hudeon, Fenchurch st 
Car.itt, Janz, York Decl4 Wilkinson, York 
Coz, Exxzst Oswap, Camberley, Surrey Jani Cos & Cn, Hart st 
Cox, Joszrn, Birmingham Nov 30 G1 Williams, Birmingham 
Evans, Eowrs, Shrewsbury, Salop Dec 2 Carrane, Wellington 
Evays, Witt1am, Seacombe, Chester, Printer Dec1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Fanisu, Witt1am, Chester, Merchant Decl Sharpe & Davison, Chester 
Foxcrort, Peter, Glazebrook, nr Manchester Dec5 Brett & Co, Manchester 
Gasox, Joux, Rome, Physician Dec7 Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Haves, Ametia Susayxan, Upper W: Kent Decil Allen & Son, Carlisle st 
Mowunes, Janne Qua. Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Dec 10 Harmer & Ruddock, 


armou! 
Jackson, Henry, Middleton, nr Tamworth, Farmer Nov 30 Green & Williams, Bir- 


Jones, Joux, Gresford, Denbigh Jan1 Hughes, Wrexham 
Larxwan, Witttam Avaustus, Norwich, Corn Merchant Novi6 Prior, Norwich 
Maxya Cuasces Faepenick, Victoria, Law Bookseller Dec 18 Graham, Chancery 


Norcort, Exizasgrn, Kingsley, nr Frodsham Dec 30 Burton, Runcorn 

Raysoup, Jonn, Aston juxta Birmingham Nov 30 Robinson & Son, Birmingham 
Riveway, Epwaxp Joun, Stafford Dee5S Cooper & Co, Newcastle 

Savace, Jacos Austiy, Philadelphia, USA Dec5 Marshall & Co, Leadenhall st 
Sxituixerox, Witt1am, Romford rd, Manor Pk DecS Coburn, Leadenhall st 

Suez, Simox, Halstead, Essex Dec18 Harris & Co, Halstead 

Surru, Steruzy, Henley on Thames, Miller Nov 30 Cripps, Gt Marlow 

Tsomas, Writ1Am, Neath, Brass Founder Nov 21 Morgan & David, Neath 
Warxinson, Anna Mania, and Mary Axx Watxurson, Matlock, Derby Dec 2 Ladd, 


Watcn, Persr, Tonge, Lancaster Nov 30 Russell, Bolton 
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Woopnovse, Lovma Joanwa, Kensington Nov 26 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 
Gray’s inn . 


London Gasetie.—Faivay, Nov. 
Atroxsr, ManGanet, Waitby, nr Kirkby Stephen Novi4 E & E A Heelis, Appleby 
Waller & Sons, Coleman st 
Baarrawaite, Taouas, Kirkby Mathamdale, York Dec 24 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Buasetr, Jauss, Leytonstons, Engineer Dec5 Gibbs & Co, Eastcheap 
Busn, Hexry, Norfolk Nov 20 Reed & Wayman, Downham Market 
Cazrexten, Jaxz, Lianelly Hill, Brecon Nov 22 Hodgens, Abergavenny 
Co.soryg, — wen Siz Faaxcis, K C B, Buckerell, Devon Dec2 Prance & 


Nov 30 Hugh W & R Pearson, 


lelmsley 
Coorzr, Rosert, Norfolk, Farmer Nov 20 Reed & Wayman. Downham Market 
Crostox, Hexry, Durham, Draper Dec5 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Bawrnes, Sauvet, Sutton, Surrey Jan7 


Cownina, Coe Ne Normanby, York, Cattle Dealer 


Doopy, Cuaries, Nantwich Novid Whiteley, Nantwich 


Eaicusex, 81x Joun Enso, Cavendish pl, Cavendish sq Dec 31 
Farwia, Juuivs Aveustus, Upper Thames st Dec5 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 
Fexnecry, Frances, Brighton Dec11 Gibbs & Co, Eastcheap 


Frirzamratv, Eowarp Leoxarp Gerorce, Littlehampton, 
8on, Maiden lane 


Gitzs, Mrs Aoxes Joan Sornia, Weybridge, Surrey Dec 4 Burton & Co, Stonebow, 


Yielding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 
Haxnopixo, Cina, Caerphilly, Glam Dec1i1 John Morgan, Cardiff 

Haznison, Exvizasetn, Scarborough Dec 12 Bainton, Beverley 

Haagveyr, Dr Jouwn Jouy, Fairfield, Liverpool Dec3 Read, Liverpool 


Lincoln 
Govrary, Jaye, Clevedon pl, Eatonsq Dec 1 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London G. one Tener. e Nov. 13- 
RECEIVING ORD 
AvAms, Wavter Lawson, | pote gm Oycle pride Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Novil Ord Novi 
Baagnes, Joun Wicxuanm, Stamford st, Blactriary, Surgeon 
Court Pet June19 Ord Nov 10 
Groroz Hewnry, Stonehouse, Glos, Tailor 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 11 
Barwyetr, Horace, Brenchley, — Farmer Tanbridge 


ells Pet Novil Ord Novi 
wen Lh Leeds, Pork Bateher Leeds ‘Pet Nov 10 


Bustio, Witt1am, Hyde, Cheshire Ashton under Lyne 
Pet, Oct 23 Nov % 

Cagtrox, Witt1am Eowanrp, Margate, Baker Canterbary 
Pet Nov 9 Nov? 

CutoNe.t, Bexsaury J am, Romsey, Hants Southampton 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 

Cocks, J, 8t John’s Wood, « High Court Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Nov 10 

Core, Wittiam Harey, Northam, Sostemton, Builder 

pton Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Couemax, Tuomas, Rugby, Confectioner Coventry Pet 
Nov 9 Nov 9 

Cornet: Hanater, York, Grocer York Pet Nov9 Ord 


‘ovo 
eae Anrncn, Piccadilly High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord 
ov i 
CowEn, Pines Grorcs, Burslem, Plumber Hanley Pet 
Nov9 Ord 


Baryertr, 


ove 
Crocomps, Wititam Catcx, Marwood, Devon, Farmer 
le Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
St Thomas 


Cunsincuam, Wittram Doveroy, Great 
A 


le, Solicitor High Court Pet Oct 10 Ord | 


‘ov 

Dawsoyx, Tuomas Heypenson, Clifton, Commercial Travel- 
ler Salford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Dopp, Agruvs, aman Publican Winchester Pet 
Nov9 Ord Noy 

Feaxcis, Jony, | 7. Farm Bailiff Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Nov10 Ord N 

Gorror, Georce Tuomas, Woking, oie Baker Guild- 
ford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov J 

Hapuezy, Trorumus Horroy, Cater Cam, Glos, Carpenter 
Gloucester Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10; 

Jzyxins, Isaac Jou, Lianelly, Commission agent Car- 
marthen Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 

Lavrexce, Heacy Witu1am, Leominster, Market Gardener 
Leominster Pet Nov9 Ord Nov? , 

Laxcotx, Euua, Lakenham, Norwich, Gtoéer Norwich 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Maamma, een, eee, Lanes, Chromo Lithographer 
Manchester Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

May, Jon» Geant Newcastle st, furead High Court 
Pet 29 Nov 11 

Maynor, ry lersbury, Builder High Court Pet 

8 ‘ov 11 

ees, 3 hy Ware, Herts Bury St Edmunds Pet 


Plt P ecaet , ae STi Yorks, Farmer 
‘York Pet N 


ov ll Nov 1 
Navyvor, Surru, & Co., Bankhall, tiv verpool, Manufactur- | 
Chemists Liverpool Pet Oct12 Ord Nov 10 
Pa Gardener Swan- | 


Cnanies THurstox, Swansea, 
Ord 


sea Nov 9 Nov9 
‘Piikixeroy, Wim Epwarp put Durham, 
‘Licensed Victualler Stockton on Tees : Nov 10 Ord 


Novio . 
sie y Sauces, Hyd pte, Cheshire Ashton under Lyne 


Cree og non Basen, Uppingham Leicester Pet 
Poosuy, Oxanuts Tottenham, Jeweller Edmonton Pet 
Nov 9 


——_ 81148, Southampton, Farmer Southampton Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 


a Jossen Tuomas, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 


sanavoce, J Joszru, Kilburne, Derbys, Brickmaker Derby 
Suita, 
Pet 


9 Ord Nov 9 
Heyrey Faepericx, Hertford, Tailor Hertford 
Novg Ord Nov 9 


6. 





Burton & Co, Surrey st 


Sussex Nov 30 Tippetts & 








| Spninc, ALrrep Arcaer, Grantham, Tailor Nottingham 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Taomas, Jonux, Gorseinon, Glam, Bootmaker Swansea 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Vick, Davip, Tewkesbury, Coal Dealer Cheltenham Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

| Warywaicut, Tuomas Hesry, Liverpool Liverpool Pet 

| Oct 19 Ord Nov 10 

| Wanustey, Aran, Eccles, Lanes, Solicitor Manchester 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Witsy, Ricnarp, Marsh, Huddersfield, Machine Maker 
Huddersfield Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

| Wisrte, Vaucuan Bensamin, Frome, 

| Frome Pét Nov9 Ord Nov9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Schoolmaster 


Asupy, Evizasetru, Ne rt, I of W Nov 21 at3 Off 
ewport, I of 
Baker, Tomas, Dudley, Wores, Glass Dealer Nov 23 at 
10.15 Off Rec, Dudley 


Bices, Taomas, and Ricsagp Niynes, Reigate, Iron- 

—— Nov 23 at 11.30 24, Railway apprh, London 
ri 

Baoap, Frayx, Rochester, Kent, Dairyman Nov 23 at 11 
115, High st, Rochester 

Curanec., Bensamin James, Romsey, Hants Nov 24 at 3 

Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 

oe Witta Harry, Southampton, Builder Nov 24 at 

Off Rec, 4, , Southampton 
Covros, Harner, York, Grocer Nov 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
tonegate, York 

Coote Geores, Rickmansworth, Herts, Beerhouse 

Keeper Nov 21 at 12 Coffee Tavern, High st 
Watford 

Dexter, Mary | and Mary Exizapren Getsrnorrx, 
i? 3 ~-*- dot Manufacturers Nov 20 at 12.30 

1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Dopp, ARTHUR, ie pton, Publican Nov 27 at 3.30 
0 , 4, East st, Southampton 

Dowson, Joux Heyry, Wolsingham, Durham, Cattle Dealer 
Nov20at3 Wear Valley Hotel, Bishop "Auckland 

Eowarps, Josrra, and Rosert Joan Eowaarps, Lingfield, 
Surrey, Nov 23 at 12.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Grirritas, Joun, Ferndale,Glam Nov 2i at12 65, High 
st, Merth: 


Denbigh, Labourer Nov 
, Builder 


yr 
Haycocks, James, Johnstown, 
23 at 11.45 Priory, ig am 


Hicks, Henry, Leyton, Essex 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Hor, eh James, Sudbury, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 23 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

me Moorgate st Nov20at2.30 Bankruptcy 


Hont, Ropert Mae, Chesterfield Nov 23 at 2.10 Talbot 
Hotel, Stourbridge 

Je.cey, Huon, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Nov 20 at 3 
Of Rec, 1, e at, Leicester 

Jones, Janes Dewis, Ferndale, Glam, Grover Nov 23.at 12 
65, High st, Methyr Tydfil 

| Laxce, James Witutam, Montagu pl, Russell sq, Com- 

mission Agent Nov 23 at 12 Bankruptcy buildgs, 


Nov 20 at 12 





Carey st 
} Livinestone. Jony, Leeds, Coal Agent Nov23at11 Off 

Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

LoxtTox, Lge ot Swansea, Boot Dealer Nov 20 at12 Of 

1, Alexander rd, Swansea 

Monnet, ihicuano Lewis, Harrogate, Farmer Nov 25 at 
12 ff Rec, 28, agg ma York 

Mu hl pee rer bee _~ Worcestershire, Grocer 
Nov 23 at 10.30 


NewrTos, pe the aprons Dog 


pe, Saas Nov 20 at 2.30 
Panes, Mtasaater, ale 


Cheshire Nov 20at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs 


Peanson, Jousy 3 rio ll” Kent, Comminson Agent 

ov 23 at 1 y 

Perren, Joun, Peny, , Glam, Farniture Dealer Nov 
24 at 3 65, High st, yr Tydfil 

Repuovuse, Aainoss bee ny (ke Grocer Nov 23 at 
1 Victoria st, Liverpool 

Ricuagps, Davin, Sr iatod, nr Pont pridd, Collier Nov 20 
at3 65, High st, Merthyr Ty 





Haves, Wituram, Preston Nov 28 Banks & Co, Preston 
Hircncock, Ruts, Sth Shields Deci2 H & G Keith, Chancery lane 
Ho.iiway, Tuomas, Manchester Dee 24 Higham, Manchester : 
Lees, Axxe, Lancaster gate Dec 31 Withers & Withers, Arundel st, Strand Be 
Murruy, James, Marlborough mausions, Westminster De210 Light, Victoria st rs 
Norrow, Joseru, Larnaka, Cyprus, Telegraph Clerk Dec 8 Barton, Lombard st 
Piaxt, Witt14m, Horton, Stafford, Farmer Dec5 Heaton & Son, Burslem 
Paitcuarp, Georcz, Abergavenny, Mon Nov 22 Hodgens, Abergavenny 
Repp, Axuxe Exizasern, Scarborough Dec9 Rudd, Deans’ yard, Westminster om 
Saut, Jonny, Aldershot Dec1 Foster, Aldershot 
Se.uers, Evten Evizaseta Axx, West Bromwich Dec5 Chinn, Birmingham 
Swerrennam, Susaxwan, Milton next Gravesend Dec3 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Tuomrson, Janz, Barton, Westmrid Nov19 Arnison & Co, Penrith 
Toruam, Francis Wittowes, West Bromwich Dec1 Cochrane, West Bromwich 
Trower, Faxwy, Tewkesbury Dec1é6 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Soeny Sse Cuar.es, Halesworth, Suffolk, Solicitor 
Turxsuit, ALEXANDER, Sth Hampstead Nov 30 Tippetts & Son, Maiden lane y 
Turner, Esty, Swansea Dec 18 
Witxrxsox, James Moore, Harrogate, York Dec 14 Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne 
Witsox, Auexaxper, Cape Town, Merchant Jan1 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton avenug” 
Woopnart, Fasperic Wiii1aM, Queen Anne’s mansions Dec2 Guscotte & Co, Essex 
it, Strand 





~ 


riety || 


a 


Dec 4 Tuck, Oakham, Rute 


E Austin Williams, Swansea 


Woopcock, Joux, Northwich, Chester, Shipbuilder Nov 30 Trafford & Cook, North ‘ 
' Wnaicursoyx, Rosert, Weybridge Dec21 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand : 


x 


Rawuixs, Siras, Southampton, Farmer Nov 24 at 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Sout myben No 


RowLanps, Joun Penry Davis, Very Architect 
24at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Suze.ock, Josern, Kilburne, Derbys, Brickmaker Novi 
at1l Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

SHenron, Eowarp Eayesr sag “Tividale, Staffs, 
Labourer Novy 23at10 Off Ree, I 

Srorrer, Taomas Wituiam, Walteametoe. Brickmaker 
Nov 20at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Nov 21 at 11.30 ff Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Der' 
Wi.coosr, Anan, Derby. Plumber Nov 21 at 11 nd 
Rec, 40, 8t ny iA 8 gate, Derby 
Woo ttey, Joun, Nottingham, Fish Salesman Nov 20 
12 Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avams, Watrer Lawsox, Lowestoft, ae Repairer 
armouth Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 
Baryert, Hosace, Brenchl . Kent, _ ae. Tun 
Wells PetNovil Ord Nov ll 
Beswick, Georce Wrii1am Darcey, Rossetti gdns, 
walk High Court Pet May 22 Ord Nov9 
Biscnorswerper, Heiena, Plymouth, General 
Plymouth Pet Sept 15 Ord Nov 11 
ae = 3 a Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Nov 
10 


Tartor, Taomas -~} Burton on Trent, Bicycle ea : 


Carutoy, WILLIAM rae, Margate, Baker, Canter! 
CHIGNELL, Son ites Romsey, Hants Southamp 
ton Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 10 ’ } 
ampton Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Coteman, Tuomas, Rugby, Confectioner 
Conges, 3 Haraiet, York, Grocer York Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Cone, Georce, Rickmansworth, Beerhouse Keeper Ste 
Cowes, WIL. ps Burslem, Plumber Hanley 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
ple Pet Nov6é Ord Nov7 
Dawson, Taomuas Henvexson. Swinton, Lancs, Commercial 
Dopp, Arruur, Southampton, Publican Winchester Pa 
Nov6 Nov 11 
with Pet Sept 29 
Francis, Jouy, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff at Yarmouth Pe 
Gortox, Grorce Toomas, Woking, Surrey, Baker Guild 
ford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 4 


Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Cove, Wittiam Haney, Commemeten, Builder 
Nov9 Ord Nov 9 me 

Pet Nov5 Ord Nov7 

© Wituram Crick, Marwood, Devons, Farms 
Traveller Salford Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov i0 

Epw fy oon i Glandovey peation, Ce Cardigans, Farmer 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Garant, Canotine, Westbourne pk High Court Pet Aw 
29 Ord 


ovo 
Hap.ey, Taoraimus Horrox, Lower Cam, Glos, Carpenter 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10’ 


Junxins, Isaac Jonny, Lianelly, Commission Agent Care 
marthen Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 

Ksicat, Reotnatp Baopyex, Conduit st High Court Pe 
Oct1 Ord Nov 10 

Lavrexyce, Hercy Wititam, Leominster, Market Gardenst 
Leomiaster Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 

Lixcoun, Emma, Lakenham, Grocer Norwich Pet Nov 10” 
Ord Nov 10 ie 

Lomas, Tuomas Hexry, Burnley, Lanes, 


Con fectionat — 
Burnley Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 10 
Matamma, Basti, Urmston, Lancs, Printer Manchest 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Mascon, Fam, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Sept 3” 
10 


Mircaect, Wituam Agravr, Barry, Glam Cardiff Pe 3 
Oct 31 Ord Nov9 
es, wy ey te Harrogate, Farmer York Pe 
ov il 
Paxrogp, CHargurs - ae Swansea, Gardener Swan 
sea Pet Nov9 Ord Nov il é 


Pixrmeroxs, Wittuam Eowaro Baisros, Da 
Licensed Vi Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 10 


Rawuiss, 8114s, Southam Farmer Southampted 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov ia ; 
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Repsovst, Ausnose Groras, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov il 

Riverose, Josern THomas, Rettiogham, Fancy Draper 
Nottingham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Raopss, Witt14M Tasor, Charing Orees High Court Pet 
Aug 17 Ord Nov 10 

Suxevock, Joszrn, Kilburne, Derbys, Brickmaker Derby 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Susawix, Noau, Boulton, Derbys, Farmer Derby Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov 11 

Srarvo, ALraep Arcuser, Grantham, Tailor Nottingham 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Tsowas, Jony, Gorseinon, Glam, Bootmaker 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Trs, Witt1am_ Krester, Darlaston, 
Victualler Walsall Pet Oct 17 Ord iz 

Vicx, Daviv, Tewkesbury, Coal Dealer Cheltenham 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Vicxarpcz, Faepertcxk Micuar., Liverpool, Tobacconist 


Liverpool Pet £9 Ord Nov 10 
WaxerieLv, Henry, Lawrence lane, | House Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord N 


Warmsurr, Asan, Eccles, Lancs, “Solicitor Manchester 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

Wier, Ricnagp, Marsh, Huddersfield, Machine 
Huddersfield Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 11 

Wirtz, Vavenay Bexsaure, Frome, Somersetahire, 
Schoolmaster Frome Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Auwonp, Watrer Hewry, Rose st, Covent gdn, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Adjad Nov 1, 1892 Annul 
Nov 9 
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MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. 














for 


OFFICES 


Peete a LAW EXAMINATIONS, 


prepared through the post offie by 
an experienced Coach; three have been passed by him 
es, Gelert ins mouth, moderete charges.—Campaipes 





TAS PRACTICE: or PARTNERSHIP,— 
Purchase Practice 





AW PARTNERSHIP.— Junior Partner- 
ee Fhe Be 

age 28; country preferred.—Address Box 35, 
AW.—Wanted by Member of Manx Bar 


residing in 
small yo —D. Rixe hm 





rpe, W 





GOLICITOR leaving small Manchester 
his Clerk es hy 


oneal” oy 
* Solicitors’ J ” Office, London. 


OLICITOR (27, admitted) W: te Managing 
So {ORTOR (27 Seteetete ox Gone 








chen: gy good So 
on Mt, Sang? 4 22, “ Solicitors’ Journal ”” Office, 27, Chan- 





SOHC RS and Others Gesizing 
Securities on Freehold 





ane vested ed by. 80 " alii Gabe 
AI namin Re snd. genatal mattecs: yr? yh 
je Ae pine ily _ “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office. ties 

















fe apt ge CLERK At) desires _Engage- 











wa) 
ye 
ies, Bankruptcy, County and Mayor’s Court Practice? 
BANKS a slay commence, ste. ‘caidas alent t ref - 
BOARD ne (Rie ph er 
, 
large scale a principal; fair experience — to 
ROOMS ao aaa | peg Rg 
su ers in the 
i sent ge eo 
F ST a_i Waa ei mee conver 
IR at the smallest cost — "and to X., care of Waterlow Brothers & 
CLAS S consistent with | Layton, Limited, 24, \-lane, London. 
good materials ANTED by a Manchester firm, a Manag- 
fae | al eaamens Moka Sal Sas 





FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 9 feiba MAKERS. 


BY SPEOIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Wists of the 
Judicial Bench, eicodmnniente of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
ws gery ta ORS’ GOWNS. 
w Wigs and wns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 


ESTABLISHED 1699, 
4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 


(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
CHARLES’ 


Principal : Ma. J. 
Oxon and London 
Tutors: A Nomper or Hicu-ciass Honours GRADUATES | 
Danses, A®p SPEcraists. 
Classes and 


Posparation fo anal 


Private Tuition in any branch. 
NCIPAL, BuRLINGTON CLASSES, 
27, Cnanenne cane, Ww.c. 














Address: Tut 








W4ntep of the ‘Solicitors’ 
Journal ” Nov. 9, 1895; 64. each will be 
Paid for same at the Office, 27, Chancery-Lane, Wo. 


ANTED TO PURCHASE. —Will give 








am, Se Ve is of fe Woy Been. 
7s. 6d. for Vol. 40 of the “‘ Solicitors’ J Fee a & 
Maxwett, Limited, Chaneery-tene, Lonkon. 





| SOLIOLZORS, OAPTTALINTS, &c.— 
outlay built Le offices San eee 
desires Sleeping or ~:B.. oped 


wth £4 50 to £2,000; 000; splendia bg eS 
to a solicitor.—Apply, T. Manx, 16, "Besinghall-strest B.C. EC. 
PARENTS.—A firm of Chartered Patent 


Deena cate rama eae 


profession acquired, and afcasiee tos 
ote tone who bas pou premium uired, of 
Aah cond te cited oF ala diem, Go tat 
wnt | 5 





OLZGEORe OFFICES and CHAMBERS 





AAS Panta fr ine PROPERTY required 

to Doriaee Se Decetunenl ot Snes. Rental must 
not less than epee oae eee Ese 

G. ow. el & hw . R.— Address Hanotp E. Moons, 

Exq., 41, Bedford-row, W.C. 

OSTS.—DAVID DENTON, Costs 


as in Town or Country, for taxa- 
tion or delivery; terms moderate twenty years’ experience. 
















E SSENGE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepated from finest ENGLISH MEATS” 


on Arye, A hw, 
BRAND & RAND © 0, EET ye 2 Mayrar Works 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


D. @ 8 HEARD, 
ALEXAN. 1 kd ’s 


BOOKS, cho ae MAGAZINES, 
NEWSP. ur 

And all i Work. 
Every description of Printing —arge or small. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL, Newspaper. 
Anthese ofiviest advised aa to Printing and Publishing. 
LAW OQURTS ; 


On 
oun va 
4, CHANCERY LANs, wae 


TROUBANCE _ ORFION. 
A. W seen, 


oa Sa ae 


























166, ‘Strand. 
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SHAW & SONS’ 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS. 


Just published, price 12s. 6d.; for cash, 10s. 5d. 


THE LAW OF Light RAILWAYS, —Being 


a Treatise on ht Railways Act, 1996, with 
the Btatutes 1 aatioabie with Introduction, 
Notes, Cases, and Full Index; also the Rules made by 
the a of Trade and the Standing Orders applicable. 

By CYRIL DODD, Q.C., and C. E. 
ALLAN} M.A., LLB., of the Middle Temple, Barris- 
ter-at-Law. 


MAGISTERIAL CASES 


REPORTED IN 


“Che Justice of the Peace.” 


Published to Quarterly Parts, with Index and Digest, 
price 3s. 6d. per part ; 10s. 6d. annually, post-free. 
PART IIL NOW READY. 


Subscription to “‘ The Justice of the Peace,” including the 
Magisterial Cases, 32s. per annum. 





EDITED BY 


8. G. LUSHINGTON, M.A., B.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law, one a - the —_- of “The Justice of 


In 2 vols., price 67s. 6d. ; 


LUMLEY’S PUBLIC HEALTH, Containing 


ihe Public Health Acts, and all Statutes in any way re- 

g to or concerning the Duties ay ee of 
Sanitary Authorities. Fifth Edition. ALEX 
MORRAN, Q.C., and 8. G. LUS GTON, MA, 
B.C.L., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law.> 1896. 


Oa. ; for cash with ordet, 55s. 3d., 


Price 7s. 64, ; cash with order, 6s. 5d. 
TITHE ACTS, and the Rules under the 


Tithe Act, 1801, with Explanatory Notes and _ Refer- 

ay and an Introduction containing a short Treatise 

pomerer ot Tithe Rentcharge. Sixth Edition. 

By G. PEMBERTON LEACH, Barrister-at-Law, and 
Assistant Commissioner to the Board of Agriculture. 
1896. 


Price 5s. ; for cash with order, 4s. 34. 


THE DISTRICT COUNCILLORS’ HANDBOOK. 


Being a Summary of his Powers and Duties in matters 
other than the Administration of Poor Law. By J.C. 
SWINBURNE-HANHAM, of the Middle —— and 
‘Western Circuit, Secte-et-Law. 1896. 


London: SHAW & SONS, Fetter- lane, E.C. 


EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, ROYAL EXCHANGE. 


By CHARLES JONES. 
THE SOLICITORS’ CLERK. 2s. 6d. net. 
COMPANION bee SOLICITORS’ GOLERK. 


. 6d. net. 
CATALOGUE GRATIS ON APPLICATION. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


- ade ae 


uisite under the above Acts the 
Every req supplied on 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


in the f for and 

ae ckRTrFr DEBENTURES, 

&c., engraved and OFFICIAL 

SEALS executed. No for Sketches. 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationess, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


40, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 


3 Aiba cid Gites Yiceans Cinenped cad Tidal. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


FOR 


1897. 


53rd Year of Publication: 
This old-established and important 
Annual is now universally recognised 
as the most useful and Comprehen- 
sive Legal Diary published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. Gd. 
(According to Diary Space and Binding). 


DEATH DUTIES. 


Hawnppoox To zee ESTATE DUTY. A Practical 
Treatise on Acts, 1694 and 1896. By 








Succession Duty Office). Second Edition. In 


cloth, 5s. net, 


STANDING ORDERS 


Of the LORDS and COMMONS, relative to Private 
Bills, &c., for Session 1897. In cloth, 5s. 








PATENTS and TRADE-MARES. 


322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Liverroot, Maycuesrer, and Birwixauan), 


LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vincial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 


Spaanyee in all Captials. 


\RI ENT ‘ COMPANY'S YACHTING 
CRUISES wy, the Steamships “ LUSITANIA,” 

8,877 tons register, and “ GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register 

from Lonpow as under :— 

For Tengntrre, the Wrst Inpia Istanps, * ereememns &e, 
leaving January 13, returning March 16. 

For Morocco, Sictry, Patestive, and Eorrt, leaving 
February 17, April 15. 

For = or —_ Gresce, Segstanemneren, &c., leav- 
ing ing May 


For Portueat, aiedais. Congee, peat, and Sic1ty, 


leaving April 21, returning Ma: 
String band, electric ce oe Poe ag hot and cold 


Managers: F. Green & Co. ype eng Rotman tGe. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
y, 0 Oe tains Oe ot Deed 
ranch Office, 


.0.; or to the West-End 
8.W. 


or passage 
one London, 


16, Cockspur-street, 





| minitinms 


ALFRED W. BOWARD (of the Legacy and | 


| post free. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO., | 


| 





NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IW, 
VESTMENT ©O., LIMITED. Founded if 


REVERSIONARY INTERESTS (Absolute and Contig. 
, LIFE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, 
Purchased. 


The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase. 
Apply to Szcrerany, 63,.0ld Broad-street, London, E.G 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL mysvrancs come 
umirep, FIRE. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 4 
Chancery-lane, W.C E 


Subscribed Capital, 41,900,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 


E. COZENS SMITH, Caine Manager. 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy settlements and highest salovemen 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 


T. ROB N, 
Insurance Broker, 85, High-street West, Sundetients 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, | 
LIMITED 
(EstasLisuHep 1828), 


Purchase Reversi Interests in Real and Person 
Property, and Life Lateseste and Life Policies, 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £613,725. 


% _KING’S 8 ARMS" YARD, COLEMAN STREET, E.C, 


BIBESEOCE BANE 


tho il Ai » Ch 'y l Lo d 
INTEREST allc 











Santh 


TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, 
monthly balances, when not drawn below @ 00. 
STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 


SAVINGS. DEPARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives 1 
sums on , 3 and allows Interest monthly on 
| completed £ 
BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW B. PURCHASE A HOUSE 
RB TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC:D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 3 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS P&R MONTE. 


ALMANACE, with full particu 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. 


‘DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendents | 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE © 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME 
ESTABLISHED 1864 

For the Treatment and | Coe of Ladies of the Upper 

Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. Highl 

successful results. Consultin, ician : Sir BENJAMO 

WARD Ee Eee M. .C.P. Medical A: - 
J. 8T. T. CLARKE, " fee abe —For terme, Cag 

cppiy, Ba. Tueopap, Principal, Tower House, er, 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DEU 
HIGH SHOT HOUS 


8ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen mae t-yy-~ Acts out privately. Terms, 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 





The 








ra 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &. 





lished 1772 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsarrus anp Srivexsurrus, 17 anv 18, Piccanmiy, W., and at 1 anp 
GRACECHURCH-STREET, ConnurtL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they AccURATELE 
arpratse the above for the Lucat Prorassion or puscuass the sams for cash if desired. Estal 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 
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